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ATTITUDE CHANGE AS A CONCOMITANT OF COUNSELORS' EXPOSURE 
TO THE PROCESS OF TREATMENT IN CORRECTIONAL SETTINGS
CHAPTER I  
INTRODUCTION
Considerable research  has focused upon the th e ra p is t  variab le  
in  the outcome of psychotherapy. A se rie s  of in v es tig a tio n s  deals 
w ith the formal q u a lif ic a tio n s  of the th e ra p is t ,  such as p ro fessional 
tra in in g  and c l in ic a l  practicum  experience. In  the main, these in ­
v e s tig a tio n s  explore a t t r ib u te s  th a t can be learned , and, th u s, in ­
fluence a th e r a p is t 's  e ffe c tiv e n e ss . Another s e r ie s  of in v estig a tio n s  
i s  concerned w ith the re la tio n sh ip  of personal q u a li t ie s  to  th e ra ­
p eu tic  competence. R elated to  these  two broad areas i s  a bulk of re­
search studying the use and e ffec tiv en ess  o f the paraprofessional as an 
a n c il la ry  mental h ea lth  treatm ent agent. A review of these  th ree  broad 
a reas o f in v estig a tio n  provides a foundation and ra tio n a le  fo r  the  
p resen t study, the  purpose of which i s  to examine parap ro fessional 
counselors w ithin  the context of Federal so c io th erap eu tic  co rrec tio n a l 
in s t i tu t io n s .  Of primary in te re s t  i s  personal change as  a concomitant 
of exposure to  the process of treatm en t, w ith in  co rrec tio n a l s e tt in g s .
C r i t ic a l  Shortage of P ro fessional Psychotherapists
Manpower needs s tim u la te  searches fo r  su b s titu te s  and a n c illa ry
—1—
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mental h ea lth  w orkers, and researches to ju s t i f y  them. Even finan ­
c ia l ly  w ell-supported  community mental health  centers are often  handi­
capped by the lack  o f tra in e d  personnel. During the p as t two decades 
th e re  has been Increasing  pressure  to  u t i l i z e  subprofessionals and non- 
p ro fe ss io n a ls , In various mental h ea lth  endeavors.
A lbee 's (1959) an a ly sis  of the  curren t and pro jected  manpower 
shortage fo r p sy ch o lo g ists , as w ell as fo r p sy c h ia tr is ts ,  soc ia l 
w orkers, and nurses revealed th a t demand would continue to ou td istance 
supply a t  an acce le ra ted  r a te .  One need only consult the  repo rt of 
the 1958 Miami Conference on Graduate Education In  Psychology (Roe, 
Gustad, Moore, Ross, and Skodak, 1959, pp. 65-76) or the  repo rt o f the 
1965 Chicago Conference on the P ro fessional P reparation  of C lin ica l 
Psychologists (Hoch, Ross, and Winder, 1966, pp. 39-45) to  le a m  th a t 
the rep re sen ta tiv es  of the American Psychological A ssociation, the  
u n iv e rs i t ie s ,  the N ational I n s t i tu te  of Mental H ealth, the Veterans 
A dm inistration , e t c . ,  were In  agreement th a t th e  number of docto ra l 
le v e l psycholog ists  could not and would not meet the needs of so c ie ty  
fo r even the minimal p ro jected  estim ates of psychology's con tribu tion  
of mental h ea lth  personnel. The J o in t  Commission on Mental H ealth and 
I l ln e s s  (1961) recommended th a t r e l i e f  of manpower shortages In mental 
h ea lth  be undertaken through the u t i l iz a t io n  o f parapro fessional per­
sonnel. Recent analyses of the need fo r psychologists and. In some 
In stan ces , fo r  the o th e r th ree  professions confirm A lbee's 1959 pro­
je c tio n s  (Albee, 1968a, 1968b; A m huff, 1968a, 1968b; Amhuff and 
Boneau, 1971; A m huff, R ubinstein , S hrlver, and Jones, 1969; Boneau, 
1968a, 1968b; Spelsman, 1968). Matarazzo (1971), In a review of curren t
-3-
p rac tlc e s  and r e a l i t i e s  In the employment of mental health  manpower, 
concludes th a t "curren t need fo r se rv ice  ou td istances availab le and 
p ro jected  manpower supply" (p. 363). Considerable research concerning 
the u t i l iz a t io n  of nonprofesslonal mental h ea lth  workers was In it ia te d  
because o f the shortage of tra in e d  w orkers, the  need for low -cost 
psychotherapy, and the need to ev a lu a te  the deployment of resources 
In  the tra in in g  of psychological a s s is ta n ts  and o ther non trad ltlonal 
mental h e a lth  workers. The research  In th is  area  generally I s  d irec ted  
toward the question: "How w ell can untrained or minimally tra in e d  per­
sonnel perform In  c o n tra s t to fu l ly  tra in ed  professionals?"
E ffectiveness of Nonprofesslonal Mental Health Workers
Denker (1946) s tud ied  the  e ffec tiv en ess  of general medical 
p ra c ti t io n e rs  In co n tra s t to  p s y c h ia tr is ts  and psychoanalysts. Five- 
hundred successive d is a b i l i ty  claim s fo r  various types of neuroses 
were examined. During th e  period o f d is a b i l i ty ,  claimants were tre a ted  
by general p ra c titio n e rs  with sed a tiv e s , suggestion , reassurance, and 
support. Denker reported  th a t th ese  p sy c h ia tr ic  pa tien ts  recovered 
a t  a ra te  a t  le a s t  comparable to recovery r a te s  achieved by tra in e d  
p ro fessio n a ls  as reported  In the l i t e r a tu r e  (recovery rate of 72% 
over a period  of two y e a rs ) . However, the  design of th is  study , the 
absence of any co n tro ls , and the assumptions th a t I t  makes excludes 
I t  from considera tion  as providing strong  evidence as to the  need for 
sp ec ia lized  tra in in g  In o rder to achieve behavior change w ith neuro tic  
p a tie n ts . (For d e ta iled  c r itiq u e s  o f  Denker, 1946 see: C artw righ t, 
1955; M eltzoff and K om relch, 1970).
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E llseo  (1964)» in  a con tro lled  in v e s tig a tio n , demonstrated a 
c lea r f a i lu r e  of p sy ch ia tric  aides to a f fe c t  "so c ia l in te ra c tio n  
h ab its  o f chronic p sy ch ia tr ic  p a tie n ts"  by rem otivation techniques. 
However, no attem pt was made to  determine i f  tra in ed  th e ra p is ts  would 
have derived s im ila r  r e s u l ts .
The re la tio n sh ip  of tra in in g  and experience to  th erap eu tic  
outcome formed one phase of an in v es tig a tio n  by Grigg (1961). C lien ts  
made c o n fid en tia l ra tin g s  dealing with th e i r  judgment of whether coun­
se lin g  had been h e lp fu l a t the end of th e i r  f in a l  counseling session  
in  one of th re e  ca tegories  of help : very , moderate, and minimal to
none. Counselors' experience, divided in to  th ree  ca teg o ries , ranged 
from those who had Ph.D. degrees and had completed tra in in g  and in te rn ­
ship to those who had fin ished  one year o f in te rn sh ip . The th ird  
category of counselors included tra in ees  who had e ith e r  not cosq>leted 
th e ir  in te rn sh ip  or had had no p r io r  experience. The breakdowns with­
in  the th ree  ca tego ries  of help were comparable fo r the three le v e ls  
of tra in in g  and experience; no s ig n if ic a n t d iffe rences were obtained 
by chi-square analysis  o f the da ta . Grigg concluded th a t fee lin g s  of 
improvement are independent of the counselors ' lev e l o f experience.
Beck, Kantor, and Gelineau (1963) designed a research p ro jec t 
to  assess the e ffec tiv en ess  of nonprofessional case-aide volunteers in  
bringing about s ig n if ic a n t changes in  the c l in ic a l  and so c ia l s ta tu s  
of h o sp ita liz e d , chronic schizophrenics. In  th is  p ro je c t Beck, e t .  a l . , 
u t i l iz e d  the  number of tre a te d  p a tie n ts  who were subsequently discharged 
as one of the  c r i t e r i a  of e ffec tiv en ess. Results were compared with 
those of a rep o rt in  the l i te r a tu r e  th a t c ite d  3% discharge expectation .
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Thls r a te  was contrasted  to  the 31% (37 out of 120) who l e f t  the hos­
p i t a l  while being seen by the s tu d en ts . The authors concluded th a t the 
treatm ent program was successfu l.
Poser (1966) in v estig a ted  the same experim ental question; 
however, in  th is  research chronic schizophrenics were seen in  groups 
ra th e r  than in d iv id u a lly , and experienced th e ra p is ts  were used as con­
t r o l s .  In a d d itio n , untreated  co n tro l groups, where members received 
only the usual h o sp ita l ca re , were u t i l iz e d . Poser reported th a t 
p a tie n ts  tre a ted  by lay th e ra p is ts  did s ig n if ic a n tly  b e tte r  on c r i te r ia  
measures than did th e ir  co u n te rp arts . Comparison of the Inexperienced 
and th e  experienced th e ra p is ts  y ielded  r e s u l ts  in  favor of the former. 
Although cautioning against g en e ra liz a tio n . Poser observed th a t  the 
in v es tig a tio n  gave some support fo r  the conclusion th a t " tra d it io n a l  
tra in in g  in  the mental hea lth  p ro fessions may be n e ith e r  optim al nor 
even necessary fo r the promotion o f therapeu tic  behavior change in  
mental h o sp ita l p a tie n ts  (p. 289)."
A case fo r the negative i s  presented by Sines, S ilv e r and 
Lucero (1961), who evaluated th e  e ffec tiv en ess  of therapy performed 
by p sy ch ia tric  aides w ith schizophrenic p a tie n ts  in  a s ta te  h o sp ita l. 
P a tie n ts  were randomly assigned to  an experimental or con tro l group; 
the experim ental group then being randomly assigned to a ides. The 
con tro l p a tie n ts  received ro u tin e  h o sp ita l care. The m ission of each 
th e ra p is t was to  improve h is  p a t ie n t 's  p sy ch ia tr ic  and behavioral 
s ta tu s .  No s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  between the experimental and 
co n tro l groups, or w ith in  the experim ental group before and a f te r  
therapy were obtained. The in te n t  of th is  study was lim ited  to  the
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s in g le  question  of the effec tiv en ess  of aides as th e ra p is ts .  No 
attem pt was made to  co n trast the e ffec tiv en ess  of tra ined  and un­
tra in e d  th e ra p is ts .
Training Nonprofessional Therapists
MacLennan and Levy's (1967) review of group psychotherapy 
l i t e r a tu r e  rev ea ls  th a t nurses, so c ia l workers and volunteers have a l l  
been used as e f fe c tiv e  nonprofessional group le a d e rs . A dd itionally , 
they found th a t tra in e d  p sy c h ia tr ic  technicians were more e f fe c tiv e  
as group leaders  than nontrained p sy ch ia tric  techn ic ians; tra in in g  
consisted  of ongoing supervision during the period of In v estig a tio n .
The authors reported  th a t the nonsupervised group ac tu a lly  d e te r io ra te d  
during the  study and suggested th a t the nonprofessional needs some 
measure of tra in in g  which optim ally  should include superv ision  while 
working.
The volume of l i t e r a tu r e  concerned w ith parap ro fessio n a ls  and 
indigenous personnel performing what was prev iously  in  the exclusive 
domain o f h ighly tra in e d  p ro fessional psychotherap ists has am plified  
g rea tly  in  recen t y ea rs .
The o b jec tiv e  of an in v estig a tio n  by Rioch, Elkes, F l in t ,  
Usdansky, Newman, and S ilber (1963) was to t e s t  the e ffec tiv en ess  of 
tra in in g  nonprofessionals to do psychotherapy. Rioch, e t .  a l . , hypo­
thesized  th a t c a re fu lly  se le c ted , mature in d iv id u als  could be tra in ed  
to  do therapy , under lim ited  cond itions, in  two y ears. The tra in e e s  
se lec ted  were a l l  middle-aged mothers and co llege  graduates who had 
majored in  behav io ral or b io lo g ica l sciences o r in  the hum anities.
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The practicum -like tra in in g  o f those se le c ted  was both In tensive and 
ex tensive .
Outside r a te r s  made b lin d  ra tin g s  o f  tape-recorded interview s 
and of the t ra in e e s ' a u to c ritic ism s  of th e i r  in terv iew s. Interview  
performance was ra ted  on a 5 -p o in t sca le  from ex ce llen t to  poor. A 
reference  in terv iew  by a p ro fess io n a l th e ra p is t  was given an average 
ra tin g  score of 3 by judges and served as a standard fo r  comparison 
purposes. The p a tie n ts  were ra te d  as markedly, m oderately, or s lig h tly  
improved, or no change. More than one-quarter of the p a tien ts  were 
judged as having inq>roved more than s l ig h t ly .  Rioch, e t .  a l . ,  concluded 
th a t the tra in e es  had made p rogress th a t was good to  ex ce llen t.
One of the foremost lead ers  in  the tra in in g  of indigenous non­
p ro fessio n a ls  to be lay  counselors i s  Carkhuff. B r ie f ly , the ra tio n a le  
which supports the tra in in g  of indigenous persons in d ica te s  th a t an 
in d iv id u a l who has liv ed  in  the  community b rings w ith him ce rta in  s k i l l s ,  
experience and knowledge which both the p ro fess io n a l and lay  th e rap is t 
from outside the so c ia l m illie u  do not possess. R eiff and Riessman 
(1964, 1967) have w ritte n  ex ten siv e ly  on the u t i l i z a t io n  of indigenous 
mental h ea lth  aides as  a community ac tio n  s tra te g y . Under the con­
s u lta t iv e  d ire c tio n  o f the  more h ighly  tra in e d  p ro fe ss io n a ls , i n t e l l i ­
gent laymen are tra in e d  to  render "e ffe c tiv e "  mental h ea lth  serv ices .
In th is  approach, the  highly tra in e d  consu ltan t i s  minimally involved 
In d ire c t  serv ice h im self, but in stead  in fluences the functioning of 
the parap ro fessionals  d ire c t ly  providing se rv ic e s , thus extending the 
so c ia l impact of h is  education and experience. Two years a f te r  th e ir  
f i r s t  review of the nonprofesslonal th e ra p is t  l i t e r a tu r e  MacLennan
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and Levy (1969) reported th a t the Indigenous nonprofessional was a 
s ig n if ic a n t and expanding topic of research . Carkhuff and h is  co l­
leagues have demonstrated th a t in some s itu a tio n s  th e  lay  counselor 
is  superio r to  the p ro fessionally  tra in e d  psychotherap ist (Carkhuff, 
K ratochvil and F r ie l ,  1968). He has also  in i t i a te d  programs of tra in in g  
se le c tin g  indigenous nonprofessionals to be tra in e rs  of o ther indigenous 
personnel. S tark  (1966), fo r  example, employed groups of studen ts 
to t r a in  o th er students in  a human re la t io n s  program.
Carkhuff and Truax (1965a, 1965b) contend th a t  the therapeutic  
conditions of empathy, unconditional p o s itiv e  regard , genuineness, and 
depth o f se lf -e x p lo ra tio n  could be taught to  nonprofessionals. The 
ob jective  of the  f i r s t  study was to  demonstrate th a t  these conditions 
could be taugh t; i t  was implied th a t  th e ra p is ts  so tra in ed  would pro­
duce favorab le  r e s u l ts .  In  the second, the e ffec tiv en ess  of the 
tra in in g  methods in  the hands of lay  group counselors was te s te d . 
D idactic and e x p e r ie n tia l tra in in g  was acconplished in  le s s  than 100 
hours. Experimental and con tro l groups, who did not receive any form 
of psychotherapy, were used. Comparing experim ental and con tro l groups 
Carkhuff and Truax (1965b) concluded, "The evidence po in ts  to  uni­
formly s ig n if ic a n t improvement in the  p a tie n ts  tre a te d  by the lay  
group counselors when conçared to co n tro l p a tie n ts .  The suggestion 
is  th a t a s p e c if ic  but re la t iv e ly  b r ie f  tra in in g  program, w ithout 
sp e c if ic  tra in in g  in  psychopathology, p e rso n a lity  dynamics, o r psycho­
therapy theory , can produce re la tiv e ly  e ffe c tiv e  lay  mental h e a lth  
counselors (p. 430)." They propose th is  type of tra in in g  as an econ­
omical and e f fe c tiv e  so lu tio n  to the  p ro fessio n a l manpower shortage.
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Â conçlete d esc rip tio n  o f the tra in in g  program is  contained in  a book 
developed s p e c if ic a lly  fo r  use in  tra in in g  and p rac tice  (Truax and 
Carkhuff, 1967).
The m ilita ry  has attesq>ted to  resolve manpower shortages in  
the mental h ea lth  f ie ld  by the increased use of the paraprofessional 
s p e c ia l is t .  Keefe (1970) describes a counselor tra in in g  program in  
an Air Force co rrec tio n s  se ttin g . Nolan and Cooke (1970) describe the 
Army's ten-week program o f paraprofessional tra in in g  fo r e n lis ted  
so ld ie rs  and the a c t iv i t ie s  of the paraprofessional s p e c ia l is t  in  
various m ilita ry  s e tt in g s .  They poin t to  the primary value of para­
p ro fessio n als  in  the m ilita ry  — to r e f le c t  a t t i tu d e s  and evaluate 
group behavior o r s tru c tu re , ra th e r  than to  focus on ind iv idual path­
ology. Nolan and Cooke (1970) conceive of the paraprofessional as a 
hybrid of R eiff and Riessman's (1967) "indigenous" and "ubiquitous" 
nonprofessional. He, the parap ro fessional, en lis ted  man, i s  indigenous 
in  the sense th a t he is  re c ru ited  from the e n lis te d  ranks, and most 
of h is e f fo r ts  a re  d irec ted  to  a c t iv i ty  on behalf of o ther en lis te d  
so ld ie rs . He i s  p a r t of the  e n lis te d  subcultu re , understands i t s  l i f e  
s ty le ,  and has access to inform ation about and in s ig h ts  concerning 
e n lis te d  l i f e  th a t  are  not otherwise read ily  availab le  to  the p ro fes­
sional o f f ic e r .  He may be considered "ubiquitous" in  th a t  although 
lacking in  p ro fessio n a l s ta tu s ,  h is  values and so c ia l concerns, 
a t t i tu d e s ,  am bitions, and educational goals resemble those  of the 
p ro fessional he a s s i s ts .
S pecialized  human re la tio n s  tra in in g  programs involving 
se lected  p o lice  o f f ic e rs  in  programs of crime prevention and preventa-
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t lv e  mental health  have demonstrated the e ffe c tiv e  u t i l iz a t io n  of 
these indigenous personnel. These tra in in g  programs are not concerned 
p rim arily  w ith the acq u is itio n  of knowledge or sp e c if ic  s k i l l s  but 
w ith o f f ic e r s ' a t t i tu d e s ,  p re ju d ices, reac tions to  s tr e s s ,  personal 
ro le  d e f in itio n s  and fee lin g s  toward the community they serve. In ten ­
s iv e , small group d iscussions designed fo r  the expression o f fe e lin g s  
and maximal ind iv idual involvement are  a t  the core of these p ro je c ts . 
S iegel, Pederman and Schultz (1963) developed an e ffe c tiv e  program in  
in tergroup re la tio n s  tra in in g  fo r  po lice  of the P h iladelph ia  Po lice  
Department, centered around the study of case h is to r ie s  of p o lic e -  
c itiz e n  in te ra c tio n s . In New York, Elkins and Papanek (1966) describe  
a  consu lta tion  program fo r po lice  o ff ic e rs  and Puerto Ricans. Sikes 
and Cleaveland (1968) developed a program to ease tensions and in ­
crease communications between the  Houston Police Department and the 
Negro community. This program was based on a s e n s i t iv i ty  tra in in g  
approach in  which equal numbers of p o lice  o ff ic e rs  and ghetto  re s id e n ts  
p a rtic ip a te d  in  T-group la b o ra to rie s . Bard and Berkowitz (1967) and 
Bard (1968), consu ltan ts  to the New York Police Department, designed 
programs to t r a in  p o lice  o ff ic e rs  in  understanding and dealing with 
family d ispu tes . Watson (1968), Shev (1968), and Newman and Steinberg 
(1970) describe human re la tio n s  tra in in g  programs fo r p o lic e  o f f ic e rs  
in  other major c i t i e s .  These programs and other sp ec ia lized  p ro je c ts  
demonstrate the v ia b i l i ty  of tra in in g  law enforcement agents in  tech­
niques of e ffec tiv e  in te rv en tio n  and of providing them with in te r ­
personal s k i l l s  necessary to  e f fe c t constructive outcomes in  d e ter­
io ra tin g  s itu a tio n s  which requ ire  co rrec tiv e  in te rv en tio n .
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S tra te g le s , procedures fo r tra in in g  and evaluation  and assess­
ment of those programs fo r parap ro fessionals  have become a s ig n if ic a n t 
area of research  (F raleigh  (1971) ; Reissman (1967); Chinsky and Rappa- 
po rt (1971)].
D escriptions and reviews of some of the new career program 
developments have been provided by Riessman and P earl (1965) -  tra in in g  
programs fo r the poor; Fishman and McCormack (1969), Wilcox (1970) -  
tra in in g  fo r  indigenous p arap ro fessio n a ls; Cowne (1970), G rosser, Henry 
and Kelly (1969) -  vo lun teers in  mental h ea lth ; M itchell and T e rre ll  
(1969) -  tra in in g  of problem youth as treatm ent agents; Anthony and 
Wain (1971) -  employment of medical corpsmen with empathy tra in in g  
exposure; Headers (1969) -  group techniques fo r  the tra in in g  of p o lic e ­
men to deal w ith v io lence and aggression.
An apparent confirm ation of the hypothesis th a t nonprofession­
a ls  of various backgrounds can be e ffe c tiv e  psycho therap ists, in  some 
cases without superv ision  and in  o thers  w ithout any tra in in g  a t  a l l  i s  
emerging from the l i t e r a tu r e .  Several of the s tu d ies  suggest th a t  non­
p ro fessio n a ls  can do as w ell a s , and in  some cases even b e tte r  th an , 
highly tra in ed  p ro fe ss io n a ls . These conclusions, i f  v a lid , have pro­
found im plications fo r the mental h ea lth  f ie ld .
Therapist Performance and A ttitu d e  as a Function of Experience
T herapist experience also  has been studied  to  determine i f , 
and how, psychotherap ists a t  various le v e ls  of experience d if f e r  in  
th e i r  performance. Much o f the research  presented in  th is  sec tio n  
demonstrates th a t experienced th e ra p is ts  perform d iffe re n tly  than in -
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experlenced ones; In  sev era l s tu d ie s  In v estig a to rs  have attem pted 
to  d e lin e a te  some of th e  sp e c if ic  ways In  which experience a f fe c ts  
performance.
Sommer, Mazo and Lehner (1955) approached th e  Issue In  an 
experiment on th erap eu tic  l is te n in g .  A taped recording of a th e ra ­
peu tic  Interview  was played to  a group of c l in ic a l  psychology graduate 
studen ts and to  c l in ic a l  psycho log ists  and p s y c h ia tr is ts ;  the o r ig in a l 
th e ra p is t  responses were d e le ted . Subjects were asked to  respond to  
statem ents made by the  p a t ie n t  w ith  "What has the p a t ie n t  to ld  you?" 
Responses were c la s s if ie d  In to  seven content ca tegories and as e ith e r  
d esc rip tiv e  or In te rp re tiv e . A nalysis of the data revealed th a t  none 
of the content ca teg o ries  d iffe re d  but the experienced th e ra p is ts  
did s ig n if ic a n tly  more In te rp re tin g  than did the tra in e e s  who tended 
to  describe what the p a tie n t  sa id . This in v estig a tio n  in d ica ted  th a t 
experience encourages one to  go beyond the  e x p lic it  m a te r ia l, to  
" l i s te n  with th e  th ird  e a r ,"  and to  get a t  the la te n t  meanings of 
m anifest v e rb a liz a tio n s .
P h il l ip s  and Agnew (1953) u t i l iz e d  a hypo thetica l counseling 
s itu a t io n  In which each of twenty c l ie n t  statem ents were responded to  
by a choice of one of f iv e  po ssib le  counselor statem ents. Choices 
were: understanding ( re f le c tio n  of fe e lin g ) , ev a lu a tiv e . In te rp re tiv e ,
supportive, o r probing. As p red ic ted , untrained su b jec ts  responded 
p rim arily  w ith n o n re flec tlv e  choices while tra ined  c lin ic ia n s  used 
predominantly r e f le c t iv e  responses. The authors concluded th a t  c l in ic a l  
s k i l l s  cannot be viewed simply as ex tensions and u t i l iz a t io n s  of general 
knowledge of In te rpersonal r e la t io n s  th a t mature and In te l l ig e n t  persons
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are assumed to possess.
S trupp 's  d is s e r ta tio n  (1954), comparing th e o re tic a l o r ie n ta ­
tio n , experience le v e l ,  and p ro fessio n a l a f f i l i a t i o n ,  was published in  
the form of a  s e r ie s  of papers. One phase of the study (Strupp, 1955a) 
involved four groups: experienced (fiv e  o r more y ea rs) , and inexperi­
enced Rogerians and psychoanaly tically  o rien ted  psychologists. Subjects 
were asked to  s ta te  the responses they would make to  a number of c l ie n t  
statem ents taken from ea rly  interview s with neu ro tic  p a tie n ts . A ll 
responses were categorized and the data  analyzed. Strupp concluded 
th a t d ifferences between experienced and inexperienced a n a ly tic a lly  
o rien ted  th e ra p is ts  were due to  chance. However, Rogerians showed a 
decline in  r e f le c t iv e  responses w ith increasing  experience and a cor­
responding use o f more exploratory  responses. Strupp (1955a) concluded 
th a t re lia n ce  on one sp ec if ic  technique i s  the  product of inexperience.
In another aspect of th is  in v e s tig a tio n  Strupp (1955b) u t i l iz e d  experi­
enced and inexperienced groups of p s y c h ia tr is ts ,  psychologists and 
so c ia l workers. He found th a t experienced p sy c h ia tr is ts  used more 
in te rp re ta tio n s  and a la rg e r  number of passive re jec tio n s  than did th e ir  
inexperienced counterparts who showed a g re a te r  p red ile c tio n  fo r ex­
p lo ra to ry  responses. Strupp concluded th a t  experience leads to  a d iver­
s if ic a t io n  of technique.
Fey (1958) examined the in fluence of doctrine and experience 
on therapeu tic  p ra c tic e s . He mailed questionnaires about therapeu tic  
p ra c tic e s  to th e ra p is ts  d iffe r in g  in  "schoo ls,"  (Rogerians, a n a ly s ts , 
and e c le c t ic s ) ,  and number of years of experience. Analysis of re­
sponses revealed th a t the young and older e c le c tic s  d iffe red  s ig n if ic a n t-
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ly  on two fa c to rs :  one re f le c te d  the broad, resourcefu l supportive
approach to p a tie n ts ;  the o th e r , the th e ra p is t’s "expedient v ir tu o s ity "  
in  moment-to-moment dealings w ith p a tie n ts . The s p l i t  was observed 
to  correspond to p re - and post-World War I I  tra in in g  in  psych ia try , 
w ith th e  younger group re ly in g  more on psychodynamics and the o lder 
group more on d iv e rs if ic a tio n  of technique. This l a t t e r  finding  i s  
s im ila r  to  th a t of Strupp; however, S trupp 's finding th a t experienced 
p s y c h ia tr is ts  tend to  be more in te rp re tiv e  was not confirmed. McNair 
and Lorr (1964), however, surveyed professed therapeu tic  techniques 
and found no re la tio n sh ip  between th e ra p is ts ' experience and technique 
p a tte rn  o r fa c to r  scores.
Experience has also  been suggested as a v ariab le  th a t a f fe c ts  
a th e r a p is t 's  evaluation  of h is  p a tie n ts . Storrow (1960) noted th a t 
s tu d e n t- th e ra p is ts  tend to  view re s u l ts  in  the same way as th e ir  
p a t ie n ts ,  whereas experienced p ro fessionals  agree more with ex ternal 
judges and le s s  w ith  p a tie n ts .
Strupp (1958) examined the  performance of th e ra p is ts  in  
sim ulated in terv iew s, to determine how th e ir  approach varied  according 
to  a number of th e ra p is t  v a r ia b le s , one of which was experience. 
Experience was found to have a n eg lig ib le  e f fe c t  on evaluation  of 
p a t ie n ts  by p s y c h ia tr is ts ,  although the more experienced p sy c h ia tr is ts  
and psycholog ists ra ted  the p a t ie n ts ' ego stren g th  as lower than did 
th e ir  le s s  experienced coun terparts . Experience, among the psychologists, 
a lso  co rre la ted  p o s itiv e ly  with more unfavorable estim ates of so c ia l 
adjustm ent and negative a t t i tu d e s  toward p a tie n ts . Both warmer 
responses and communications in  which the th e ra p is t emerged as an
-15-
au th o rity  increased  w ith experience. Also observed was a tendency 
fo r more experienced, analyzed th e rap is ts  to  be more em pathetic.
In an in v e s tig a tio n  to  assess perceived m otivation fo r psycho­
therapy, Wallach (1963) used medical s tuden ts and p sy ch ia tr ic  re sid en ts  
as th e ra p is ts .  A fter th e ir  interviews w ith p a t ie n ts ,  the th e ra p is ts  
judged the  p a t ie n t 's  m otivation fo r psychotherapy on a 7-point sca le .
As p red ic ted , the medical students were reported  as accepting p a tie n ts  
more a t  face value and tending to  ra te  m otivation higher than did the 
re s id e n ts .
The focus of Caracena's (1963) in v e s tig a tio n  was on the 
e l ic i t a t io n  of dependency expressions in  the i n i t i a l  stage of therapy. 
T herap ists  were o f th ree  lev e ls  of experience ranging from four to 
ten y ears, in te rn s  w ith an average of one year of supervised experience, 
and practicum  studen ts- Caracena noted th a t  the experienced th e rap is ts  
approached dependency ( th e ra p is t  response designed to  e l i c i t  fu rth e r 
v e rb a liza tio n ) more than the in te rn s  or the practicum studen ts.
Rice (1965) examined s ty le  of p a r t ic ip a tio n  as a function  of 
th e ra p is t  experience le v e l. He noted th a t the s ty le  of the  inexperienced 
th e ra p is ts  was charac terized  more by: d is to r te d  voice q u a lity , fewer 
fre sh  connotative responses, and a functional lev e l th a t fea tu red  s e lf ­
observation and l i t t l e  exp loration . The experienced th e ra p is ts  were 
characterized  more by fresh  connotative language, expressive voice 
q u a li ty , and inner ex p lo ra tio n . Grigg (1961) noted a s h i f t  w ith experi­
ence from being more v e rb a l, ac tiv e  and prone to  in te rp re t  and advise 
to  being a more ca re fu l l i s te n e r .  Russell and Snyder (1963) discovered 
th a t h o s t i le  c l ie n t  behavior made experienced counselors no le ss
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anxious than Inexperienced ones. However, th is  d id  not mean th a t  they 
handled the s itu a tio n  in  th e  same vay. Gansky and Harwell (1966) 
demonstrated th a t more experienced counselors showed le s s  avoidance 
o f c l ie n t  h o s t i l i ty  than d id  le s s  e:q»erlenced counselors. An in v es tig a ­
tio n  by F u lle r (1963) revealed  th a t counselor experience in te ra c te d  
w ith c l ie n t preference fo r a  male or female th e ra p is t to produce in ­
creased expression of f e e l in g . . When opposite preference assignments 
were elim inated , expression of fee lin g s  increased with counselor ex­
perience alone.
In a survey conducted by Mensh and Watson (1950) p sy c h ia tr ic  
opinion, a t d if fe re n t le v e ls  of experience, about treatm ent goals and 
about fa c to rs  expected to  change during the course of therapy, was 
s tud ied . The authors found th a t  re s id en ts  agreed more co n s is ten tly  
than experienced th e ra p is ts  on c h a ra c te r is tic s  expected to  change with 
therapy, whereas experienced th e ra p is ts  were more in  agreement on 
treatm ent goals. Other th e ra p is t  a t t i tu d e s ,  p a r tic u la r ly  those con­
cerning methods and p ra c t ic e s , were not found to be s ig n if ic a n tly  
affec ted  by experience. S im ilar find ings were presented by Wallach 
and Strupp (1964) who in v estig a ted  th e ra p is ts ' p references fo r and 
a tt i tu d e s  toward basic  th e rap eu tic  p ra c tic e s , using two sample groups 
of th e ra p is ts  d iffe r in g  in  y ears  o f experience. In s ig n if ic a n t d i f ­
ferences appeared between experience lev e ls  in  preferences fo r o r in  
a t t i tu d e s  toward therap eu tic  p ra c tic e s . An e a r l ie r  study by Sundland 
and Barker (1962) y ielded s im ila r  r e s u l t s .  The only s ig n if ic a n t d if ­
ference they found between experienced and inexperienced th e ra p is ts  
re fe rred  to  th e  th e r a p is t 's  theory of personal growth; the le s s  experi-
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lenced th e ra p is ts  were more in  agreement w ith the  concept of innate  
s e lf - a c tu a l iz a t io n . In g en era l, professed th e rap eu tic  a t t i tu d e s  and 
techniques were not found to  be a function  of experience.
Anthony (1967) followed-up Sundland and B arker's  (1962) groups 
of inexperienced Freudians, Rogerians, and S u llivan ians in  a long i­
tu d in a l study. Freudians, who were i n i t i a l l y  the l e a s t  ta lk a t iv e , be­
came s ig n if ic a n tly  more ta lk a tiv e . T herap ists  of a l l  o r ie n ta tio n s  
became more in te rp re t iv e .  Freudians s h if te d  from being le a s t  to  most 
probing, and Rogerians from most to  le a s t  in te rp re t iv e .  Also, th ere  
was a s ig n if ic a n t s h i f t  in  the emotional tenor of th e  th erap eu tic  
re la tio n sh ip  toward the personal po le , w ith Rogerians changing from 
most o b jec tiv e  to most personal. Freudians and S u llivan ians both 
decreased in  sp on tane ity , while Rogerians Increased . A ll th e ra p is ts  
became more concerned with conceptualizing how the  c l ie n t  was re la tin g  
to  them; a l l  increased  in  goal s e ttin g  ; a l l  groups became le s s  secure 
and le s s  c e r ta in  of themselves in  the treatm ent s i tu a t io n ,  o r ,  as 
Anthony no ted , became secure enough to  admit th e ir  in se c u rity . Responses 
sh if te d  in  regarding c l ie n t  se lf-understand ing  as an in creasing ly  im­
p o rtan t goal. For a l l  groups, the b e lie f  th a t therapy i s  a verbal and 
conceptual process declined in  favor o f viewing i t  as an a f fe c tiv e , 
nonconceptual one. A lso, a l l  assigned le s s  importance to  unconscious 
p rocesses, w ith  Freudians adhering to i t  le a s t .  Rogerians became le s s  
convinced of the  need fo r  d iscussing  childhood experiences, Freudians 
more.
The follow ing g enera liza tions are  gleaned from the c ited  
fin d in g s: i t  appears th a t experience i s  re la te d  to  professed technique.
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a tt i tu d e s  and p ra c tic e s . Experience seems to  generate a le s s  l i t e r a l ,  
more c r i t i c a l  and le s s  o p tim is tic  view of p a tie n ts .  The treatm ent 
re la tio n sh ip s  of experienced th e ra p is ts  are  believed to approximate 
more c lo se ly  a consensual id e a l. Their technique i s  repo rted ly  more 
d iv e rs if ie d , le s s  r e l ia n t  on m onolithic approaches, more v e r s a t i le  and 
adaptable. A dd itionally , i t  appears th a t  th e ir  experience enables 
them to  deal w ith , ra th e r  than back o ff from, h o s t i l i ty  and p a tie n t 
demands. A llegedly , experienced th e ra p is ts  come across to  p a tien ts  
as more a u th o r ita tiv e . They d isp lay  more warmth and empathy without 
le t t in g  th e ir  own needs in te ra c t  with th e ir  lik in g  fo r the p a tien t to 
a f fe c t outcome. As a group they agree more with each o ther on thera­
peu tic  goals fo r  a c l ie n t ;  however, th e ir  expectations of what sp e c if i­
ca lly  w ill  be accomplished during the course of therapy vary more than 
do those of inexperienced th e ra p is ts .
Reciprocal Influence -  C lients* Influence on T herapists
In an examination of the ex ten t to which c lie n ts  influence 
th e ir  th e ra p is ts ,  Shoben (1969) holds th a t there  i s  a very strong 
p ro b ab ility  th a t the counselor or th e ra p is t i s  him self changed by the 
nature o f h is  p ro fessional la b o rs . "The p a tien t is  not the only one 
whose p e rso n a lity  i s  modified by the 50-minute hour (p. 199)."
Dustin (1971) and Carlson (1971) examined th e  degree of in­
fluence c l ie n t  reinforcem ent might exert on counselors. D ustin (1971) 
tra ined  c l ie n ts  to  adm inister verba l reinforcement to  beginning coun­
se lo rs  in  d a ily  in terv iew s. Counselor understanding statem ents were 
designated as the dependent v a riab le  -  the behavior to  be re in fo rced .
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Beglnnlng counselors were judged as  having increased the number of 
th e ir  understanding statem ents.
Counselors frequen tly  have learned to  cope with h o s ti le  c l ie n ts .  
R usse ll and Snyder (1963) tra ined  " c lie n t-a c to rs "  and found th a t hos­
t i l e  c l ie n t  behavior led  to  more th e ra p is t  anxiety than did f rien d ly  
c lie n t  behavior. H elle r, Ifyers and Kline (1963) found th a t h o s ti le  
c l ie n t  behavior evoked h o s ti le  counselor behavior, while frien d ly  c lie n t  
behavior evoked frien d ly  behavior from counselors. C lien ts a lso  have 
been tra in e d  to  manipulate such s ig n if ic a n t  v ariab les  in  the in terview  
as " c l ie n t  demeanor" (Gamsky and F arw ell, 1967) and "se lf-ex p lo ra tio n "  
(Carkhuff and A lexi, 1967). R esults of D ustin 's  in v estig a tio n  (1971) 
demonstrated th a t beginning counselors had th e ir  behavior changed in  
a  sh o rt tra in in g  period ( le ss  than two and one-half hours). Ivey, 
Normington, M ille r, > fc rrill, and Haase (1968), Reddy (1969) and Frey 
(1971) have a lso  reported  th a t procedures w ith lim ited  goals and lim ited  
tra in in g  periods re su lt  in  changes in  counseling tra in e e s .
R esults of these s tu d ies  in d ic a te  th a t c lie n ts  do influence 
counselor behavior as e a r l ie r  w r ite rs  had theorized (Krumboltz, 1966, 
1967).
Therapists* Personal Development
Diverse psychotherapeutic th e o rie s  find  a common ground on the 
issu e  o f the  importance of the th e r a p is t 's  personal c h a ra c te r is tic s  in  
the th erap eu tic  process. Becoming a psychoanalyst n ecessita tes  com­
p le tin g  a successfu l ana lysis  fo r  o n ese lf. Those operating from the 
c lie n t-c en te red  framework acknowledge th a t "knowing thyse lf"  may be the
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credo fo r  e ffic ac y . Even the behavior th e ra p is t ,  who purportedly sub­
scribes to an approach which draws l i t t l e  or nothing from the re la t io n ­
ship between the th e ra p is t  and c l ie n t ,  is  aware th a t h is  humaneness has 
the  p o te n tia l fo r  em itting  so c ia l re ln fo rce rs  during conditioning 
treatm ent, and th a t  these re ln fo rc e rs  must be co n tro lled .
In studying such g lobal and nonspecific v ariab les  as p e rso n a lity  
development and a t t i tu d e  change, an assusçtlon  I s  made th a t variance 
on these dimens io n s , to a s ig n if ic a n t ex ten t, accounts fo r  observable 
d ifferences In counselor behavior. There appears to be much support 
In  the l i te r a tu r e  fo r  th is  assumption (C ottle and Lewis, 1954; Combs 
and Soper, 1963; Kogan, Boe, Grocka, and Johnson, 1966; Coleman and 
Glofka, 1969; Paxton, 1971, Woody, 1971; K le in er, 1971; MacDonald,
1971; Danish, 1971). F u rther, I t  may be noted th a t  assessment of speci­
f ic  o b jec tiv es, e . g . , a c q u is itio n  of subject m atter and the development 
of counseling s k i l l s ,  are ro u tin e ly  accomplished in  the context of 
regu lar c la sses  during the  period  of tra in in g  (Mazer, 1969).
Mazer and Engle (1971) in v estig a ted  p e rso n a lity  and a tt i tu d e  
change In counselor tra in e e s  p a r tic ip a tin g  In a guidance In s t i tu te  
designed to prepare them to  work w ith disadvantaged youth. The Personal 
O rien ta tion  Inventory (Shostrom, 1966) was adm inistered to  experimental 
and contro l su b jec ts  a t the  beginning and end of the  I n s t i tu te  tra in in g  
program. Matched con tro l su b jec ts  p a r tic ip a te d  In  the regu lar counselor 
education program a t  a lo c a l u n iv e rs ity . R esults Indicated  th a t both 
groups made s ig n if ic a n t changes as measured by the Personal O rien tation  
Inventory , with the amount and d ire c tio n  of change favoring the In ­
s t i tu te  su b jec ts .
-21—
D espite co n sis ten t ea^hasis by the various th eo rie s  on the im­
portance of th e ra p is ts  developing se lf-understand ing , th e re  is  l i t t l e  
experim ental evidence as to what, i f  anything, sp e c if ic  techniques de­
signed to  fo s te r  increased  self-understand ing  a c tu a lly  accomplish. There 
i s  some evidence to  support th a t  studen ts pursuing tra in in g  in  counseling 
can be d istin g u ish ed  by a  r e la t iv e ly  high degree of s e lf - in s ig h t  
(Mezzano, 1968); conversely , th e re  i s  reason to  hypothesize th a t 
counselor tra in e e s  may have g re a te r  d if f ic u l ty  in  examining themselves 
than in  en tering  in to  in tro sp ec tio n  w ith th e ir  c l ie n ts  (Arbuckle, 1966). 
According to  Shoben (1965), the tra in in g  goal should be to  c u ltiv a te  
an "exami ned l i f e "  concept; in  o ther words, tra in e e s  should s tr iv e  to  
become immersed in  the  p ro fessio n a l process of personal development.
This form of "se lf-u n d erstan d in g " supports the b e l ie f  th a t p ro fessio n a l 
functioning depends on personal function ing ; th e re fo re , p a r t  of tra in in g  
should be the  attem pted melding of the  p ro fessio n a l and personal s e l f -  
concepts. The usual method endorsed fo r  providing th is  segment of 
tra in in g  is  to  have tra in e e s  en te r  in to  a counseling or psychotherapeutic 
experience (Arnold, 1967). T yp ica lly , the support fo r  th is  experience 
comes from deductive reasoning presented  in  th e o re tic a l t r e a t is e s .
Another form of support comes from the  survey method -  evidence th a t 
tra in e es  who have had a th e rap eu tic  experience as p a r t  of th e i r  pro­
fess io n a l p rep ara tio n  be liev e  th a t  i t  was b e n e f ic ia l (Bonney and Gazda, 
1966; Gazda and Ohlsen, 1961).
Gazda and Ohlsen (1961) and Gazda and Bonney (1965) u t i l iz e d  
group counseling w ith  p rospective counselors. The group counseling 
experience was found to  be re la te d  to  change in  p e rso n a lity  ch arac te r-
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I s t l c s  in  rh e  Gazda and Ohlsen study and to  changes In  counselor ro le  
behavior in  the Gazda and Bonney in v e s tig a tio n . Apostal and Muro
(1970) and E berlein  and Park (1971) demonstrated th a t group counseling 
experience fo r  p rospective  counselors was associa ted  w ith changes in  
s e lf - re p o r ts  of those counselors in  tra in in g . Foulds (1969b) found 
th a t s e lf -a c tu a liz a tio n  co rre la ted  s ig n if ic a n tly  with empathetic under­
standing and genuineness in  in te rp e rso n a l p rocesses; he in te rp re ted  
th e  find ings to  support the con ten tion  th a t  tra in in g  programs "should 
provide the kinds of experiences which w il l  f a c i l i t a t e  personal growth 
and s e lf -a c tu a liz a t io n  of counselor candidates (p. 132)." S im ilarly , 
Carkhuff (1969a) has presented evidence th a t  the  e fficacy  of counseling 
depends on th e  lev e l of functioning  o f the counselor, th a t the c r i t i c a l  
v ariab les  a re  aligned  w ith personal f a c to rs ,  and th a t tra in in g  programs 
should optim ally  provide personal development as w ell as academic 
development experiences. However, not a l l  in v e s tig a to rs  have found 
support fo r  th i s  hypothesis. W irt, B etz, and Engle (1969), fo r  example, 
found c o n flic tin g  evidence fo r the e f fe c ts  o f group counseling on the 
se lf-concep ts  of t ra in e e s .
While the foregoing sources provide a t  le a s t  i n i t i a l  support 
fo r the in c lu sio n  of personal development experiences in  p ro fessional 
tra in in g  programs, th ere  e x is ts  a  lack  of psychometric evidence as to  
the actual e f fe c ts  of such experiences. With regard to tra in in g , i t  
remains unclear as to whether a personal development in te rv en tio n , such 
as a counseling or psychotherapeutic experience, f a c i l i t a te s  any g rea te r 
change in  d e s ira b le  tra in in g  d ire c tio n s  than would a tra in in g  program 
without such an experience. Woody (1971) attem pted to  add c la r i ty  to
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both these is s u e s . He reported  the  re s u l ts  of a psychometric study 
designed to  determine whether s ig n if ic a n t b en efits  would be derived 
from providing counselor tra in e e s  w ith group psychotherapy. Experimental 
tra in e e s  were matched w ith  co n tro l (no treatm ent) counterparts on a 
s e r ie s  of v a r ia b le s . I . e . ,  sex , number of graduate c re d its ,  counseling 
sp ec ia lty ; a l l  tra in e es  were adm inistered psychometric t e s t s  before and 
a f te r  the period of group psychotherapy. S ign ifican t d iffe rences were 
re a liz e d  between experim ental and con tro l groups. The data  were In te r ­
preted  as supporting the  value of a psychotherapeutic experience as 
p a r t  of tra in in g  programs.
Much of the research  concerned with changes In counselor 
a t t i tu d e s  has been conducted In  connection with NDEA. Counseling and 
Guidance I n s t i tu te s .
Hunger and Johnson (I960), using P o rte r’s Test of Counselor 
A ttitu d es  (P o rte r , 1949 as rev ised  by Hopke, 1955), found a s ig n if ic a n t 
gain in  a d es irab le  d ire c tio n  on p re - and p o s t- te s t measures during an 
eight-week NDEA Counseling and Guidance In s t i tu te .  A d e s irab le , s ig n i­
f ic a n t d iffe ren ce  was a lso  found between a group of lo ca l teachers who 
functioned as a con tro l group and the I n s t i tu te  p a r tic ip a n ts . A th ree - 
month follow-up by Hunger, Myers and Brown (1963) ind icated  no s ig n if i ­
cant d iffe ren ce  from the p r e - te s t  given p r io r  to  the tra in in g  experience; 
a twenty-seven month follow-up showed an even fu rth e r d e te r io ra tio n  
toward the p r e - in s t i tu te  le v e l of functioning . However, when the group 
was divided In to  those employed as counselors and those employed as 
teachers  or ad m in is tra to rs , the  change fo r  those employed as counselors 
was p e rs is te n t  twenty-seven months a f te r  tra in in g , while those employed
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as teachers o r adm in istra to rs showed a re tu rn  to  the o r ig in a l le v e l 
of functioning  a f te r  th ree  mouths. Paxton (1971) examined changes in  
a t t i tu d e s  toward counseling of p a r tic ip a n ts  in  an advanced NDEA 
Counseling and Guidance In s t i tu te  using the P o rte r Test of Counselor 
A ttitu d es  and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. Paxton found s ig n if ic a n t 
flu c tu a tio n s  in  a t t i tu d e s  toward counseling of en ro lees. As p red ic ted , 
a s ig n if ic a n t number of p a r tic ip a n ts  became le s s  dogmatic a f te r  t r a in ­
ing. The p e rs is te n ce  of the noted a tt i tu d e  change was r e l ia b le  e ig h t 
months a f te r  the  t ra in in g  sessions.
Not a l l  s tu d ie s  report f ind ing  a s ig n if ic a n t or p e rs is te n t 
change. Mordock and P atterson  (1965), fo r example, conducted a c ro ss- 
sec tio n a l study of counselors at various lev e ls  of p reparation  and 
found a s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  among ind iv iduals a t  various le v e ls  of 
t ra in in g , w ith advanced groups functioning in a more d esired  manner, 
but no s ig n if ic a n t change on pre- and post-measures over an e ig h t-  
week period. A follow-up administered one year l a te r  in d ica ted  th a t  
what small change had occurred was lo s t .
Rochester (1965) studied counselor education s tu d en ts ' a t t i tu d e  
and value changes ; a follow-up study of these studen ts was conducted 
(Rochester, 1967). R ochester's (1970) study represented an in v e s tig a tio n  
concerning the p e rs is te n ce  of a ttitu d e s  and values of studen ts who had 
p a rtic ip a te d  in  a year-long NDEA Guidance and Counseling I n s t i tu te  
a f te r  they had been away from th e ir  respective in s t i tu te s  fo r  two years. 
Student a t t i tu d e s  and values sim ilar to those a t the onset of th e ir  
program and s im ila r  to  those present a f te r  they had been away from th e i r  
program for one year were found. Since th ere  were no d iffe ren ces  in -
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d lcated  between the one- and two-year follow -up, one year was suggested 
as a su ff ic ie n t period of time fo r  th is  type of In v estig a tio n . Coun­
se lo r  a t t i tu d e s  p resen t two years a f te r  the  term ination of th e  In s t i tu te  
program were comparable to  those a t t i tu d e s  present a t  the commencment 
of th e  In s t i tu te .  The findings on the Study of Values (A llport, Vernon 
and Llndzey, 1960) were not unlike those presented fo r counselor 
a t t i tu d e s .  I t  would appear th a t  th ere  Is  minimal permanency of values 
and a t t i tu d e s  as a r e s u l t  of counselor tra in in g  experience, a t  le a s t  
In  NDEA In s t i tu te s .
Certain l i t e r a tu r e  suggests th a t the practicum may be the most 
im portant s ing le  phase of counselor education (Association fo r  Counselor 
Education and Supervision, 1967; American Psychological A ssociation,
1952; Arbuckle, 1968; Hansen and Moore, 1966; Rogers, 1962). The need 
fo r research  on the re s u l ts  of counselor education was s ta ted  by L is te r  
(1966) : "Rigorous evaluative  research  i s  needed in  counselor education . . .  
u ltim a te ly , process-outcome research  is  needed to Iso la te  the supervisory 
v a ria b le s  which are antecedent conditions o f d es irab le  candidate be­
hav ior (p .72 )."  Perhaps the unique advantage of the practicum is  the 
re la tio n sh ip  estab lished  between the counselor candidate and h is  c lie n t.
Research has been reported suggesting th a t  counselor candidates 
do change during tra in in g  and practicum  (Schoch, 1966; Havens, 1968;
Ivey, Normlngton, M ille r , M o rrill, and Haase, 1968; K ratochvll, 1969). 
However, most of th is  research focuses on counselor change during or 
Immediately following the practicum.
I f  the major determinant of e ffe c tiv e  counseling is  the  qu a lity  
of the re la tio n sh ip  estab lished  between c l ie n t  and counselor, the  sue-
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cess of counseling must then be based on the  re la tio n sh ip . This 
p o s itio n  i s  based on the  theo ries  o f Regers (1957), P a tte rso n  (1967b), 
and Carkhuff and Berenson (1967), a l l  of whom suggest th a t  the  e f fe c ts  
of counseling a re  determined by the q u a lity  o f the re la tio n sh ip  which 
e x is ts  between c l ie n t  and counselor.
Numerous attem pts have been made to  evaluate  counselor ro le  
and e ffec tiv en ess  in  the f ie ld  o f counseling and psychotherapy (fo r 
example, Arbuckle, 1968; Bare, 1967; Berenson and Carkhuff, 1967; 
Carkhuff and Truax, 1965b; Eysenck, 1960; Rogers, 1957).
Several researchers have attempted to  determine th e  re la tio n  
of counselor p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is tic s  to  e ffec tiv en ess . Brams 
(1961), fo r  example, found th a t th e  counselors ' to lerance  fo r ambiguity 
appeared to  be a  fa c to r  in  th erap eu tic  outcome. Horseman's (1965) 
in v estig a tio n  in d ica ted  th a t tra in e e s  ra ted  as most e f fe c tiv e  were le ss  
d ire c tiv e  in  th e  counseling sessions than were th e ir  le s s  e f fe c tiv e  
peers. Rosen (1967) s tud ied  both p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and demo­
graphic v a riab le s  of e ffe c tiv e  counselors. In add itio n  to p e rso n a lity  
measures obtained from the psychometric instrum ents, Rosen incorporated^ 
in to  h is  study such demographic v a ria b le s  as teaching experience, 
counseling experience, and counselor age. No s ig n if ic a n t re la tio n sh ip  
between counselor competence and counselor demographic or p e rso n a lity  
c h a ra c te r is tic s  was found.
Foulds (1969a), and T ro tte r , Uhlig and Fargo (1971) u t i l iz e d  
The Personal O rien ta tio n  Inventory which s ig n if ic a n tly  d iscrim inated  
e ffe c tiv e  from in e f fe c tiv e  counselors who d iffe red  in  th e i r  a b i l i ty  
to communicate f a c i l i t a t i v e  genuineness to  th e i r  c l ie n ts .  Foulds con-
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cluded th a t  h is  r e s u l t s :  " . . . l e n d  support to  the notion th a t a d ire c t
re la tio n sh ip  e x is ts  between the  lev e l o f personal growth, au th e n tic ity  
or s e lf -a c tu a l iz a t io n  of the counselor and h is  a b i l i ty  to e s ta b lish  
a th erap eu tic  re la tio n sh ip  w ith another person."
The importance of self-exam ination  and personal growth i s  
emphasized in  the tra in in g  ob jec tives o f most counselor education pro­
grams, the assumption ev iden tly  being th a t  these processes can be 
affec ted  by tra in in g  and th a t they w il l  eventually  be manifested in  
counseling e ffec tiv e n e ss  (Chenault, 1968). However, as Carkhuff and 
Berenson (1967) have s ta te d , "In  order fo r  e ffe c tiv e  tra in in g  to  take 
place, the tra in e e  must be i n i t i a l ly  open, and u ltim ate ly  committed 
to h is  own co n s tru c tiv e  change (p. 205)." Openness o r propensity  fo r 
change enhances involvement and th erefo re  enhances th e  impact of growth- 
producing experiences such as counseling and counselor education (Hinge, 
1966). K ell and M ueller (1966) have re la te d  openness to change and 
counselor e ffe c tiv e n e ss : "In  f a c t ,  we would propose th a t a r e la t io n ­
ship in  which a counselor i s  not a f fe c tiv e ly  involved and is  not con­
fronted by h is  own dynamics and c o n f lic ts  w ith p o ssib le  consequent 
changes in  h is  own behavior may not be a th erap eu tic  encounter fo r 
the c lie n t (p . 21 )."
I t  has become increasing ly  c le a r  th a t e f fe c tiv e  in te rp e rso n a l 
s k i l l s  such as th e  communication of accurate  empathy and nonpossessive 
warmth l i e  a t  the h e a r t of therapeu tic  endeavors aimed a t changing 
people fo r the  b e t te r  (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967; Truax and M itchell, 
1969). A vailable research  evidence s tro n g ly  suggests th a t ex is tin g  
pro fessional personnel in  counseling and psychotherapy are inadequately
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prepared in  the In te rpersonal s k i l l s  th a t have been demonstrated to 
markedly enhance therapeu tic  e ffec tiv en ess  (Bergln and Solomon, 1963; 
Carkhuff, 1968; L is te r ,  1970). Moreover, p rio r evidence has shown th a t 
i t  I s  possib le  to  Improve s ig n if ic a n tly  the lev e ls  of empathy and warmth 
in s tuden ts  through an e x p e r ie n tia l-d id a c tic  tra in in g  approach (Truax, 
Carkhuff and Douds, 1964). The e ffec tiv en ess  of th is  approach has been 
demonstrated In concentrated 100-hour programs with beginning tra in ees  
(Carkhuff and Truax, 1965a), and in  a concentrated 40-hour tra in in g  
period w ith experienced counselors (Truax and L is te r , 1971). M artin
(1968) demonstrated th a t tra in e e s  In  p rofessional counseling showed 
gains In accurate empathy, nonpossessive warmth, and genuineness by 
sp e c if ic  feedback from se lf -e v a lu a tio n s . In the Truax and L is te r  (1971) 
study, th ere  was a su b s ta n tia l and s ig n if ic a n t Increase in  accurate 
empathy; however, no o v e ra ll gains were made on nonpossessive warmth.
A general consensus gleaned from the aforementioned research  
is  th a t  counselor c h a ra c te r is t ic s  are  c r i t i c a l  fa c to rs  In  counseling 
performance. U nfortunately , few s tu d ie s  have been concerned d ire c tly  
with in v e s tig a tin g  the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f treatm ent agents (counselors, 
so c ia l workers, p sycho log ists, p s y c h ia tr is ts ,  e tc .)  In  co rrec tio n a l 
f a c i l i t i e s .  Obviously, i f  counselor c h a ra c te r is tic s  r e la te  to  counsel­
ing e ffec tiv e n e ss , valuable p red ic to rs  o f success in  the r e h a b il i ta t io n  
process would be av a ilab le  to  se le c tio n  and tra in in g  programs.
Treatment Agents in  C orrectional S e ttin g s
The volume of l i t e r a tu r e  on co rrec tio n a l top ics  i s  increasing  
a t a rap id  r a te .  While th is  Is  an In d ica tio n  of su b s ta n tia l p rog ress.
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Thomas (1973) observes th a t the o v e ra ll q u a lity  i s  poor. Two add ition ­
a l  observations a re  noted: The b e t te r  the  quality  of the research  done
on c o rrec tio n a l programs, the higher the p ro b ab ility  th a t the re s u l ts  
w ill  show a n e g lig ib le  o r nonsign ifican t e f fe c t  (Bailey, 1966; Kasse- 
baum, e t .  a l . ,  1971). Second, taken as an overa ll e f fo r t ,  the im plica­
tio n  of modern c o rrec tio n a l research i s  th a t  "There i s  very l i t t l e  
evidence in  these s tu d ies  (231 stud ies conducted between 1945 and 1970 
on the e f fe c ts  of various modes of treatm ent) th a t any p revailing  mode 
of c o rrec tio n a l treatm ent has a decisive e f fe c t in  reducing the 
recidivism  of convicted offenders (Martinson in  Kassebaum, e t .  a l . ,  p. 
309). " Our understanding of the technology required fo r e ffe c tiv e  
"people-processing" i s  very rudimentary (Brim and Wheeler, 1966). We 
lack e ith e r  w e ll-a r tic u la te d  theory or adequate treatm ent typologies 
(Gibbons, 1962).
Although the seriousness o f the problem v a r ie s , a l l  co rrec tio n ­
a l  in s t i tu t io n s  a re  b ese t by the c o n f lic t  of custod ial and treatm ent 
goals (Cressey, 1965a); Thomas and M ille r , 1971; Galtung, 1959; Cressey, 
1960). Thomas' (1973) an a ly sis  of the  co rrec tio n a l in s t i tu t io n  con­
cludes th a t  the components of the crim inal ju s t ic e  system are so poorly 
in teg ra ted  th a t c o n f l ic ts ,  jea lousy , overlapping in te re s ts  and goals 
which he terms "treatm ent myopia" a re  ubiquitous. Despite these l i a b i l ­
i t i e s ,  th e re  e x is ts  a tremendous and challenging need to  in v estig a te  
w ithin the co rrec tio n s  framework.
À s ig n if ic a n t development in  co rrec tions i s  the use of non- 
p ro fessionals  (some of them former o ffenders) rec ru ited  from the same 
so c ia l c la ss  as the population served. The ra tio n a le , re s ta ted  in  a
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co rrec tio n a l framework: The value of the indigenous nonprofessional
l i e s  in  the reduction  of so c ia l d istance  and shared l i f e  experiences 
between the co rrec tio n a l worker and the offender. B eless, P ilch er 
and Ryan (1972, p . 10) note: "Perhaps the  most s ig n if ic a n t development
in  co rrec tio n s  during the p as t decade has been the rap id  expansion in  
the use of nonprofessionals as agents of d ire c t se rv ice ."  B eless, e t .  
a l .  (1972), D irecto rs of Chicago Probation O fficer, describe a success­
fu l  case-aide p ro je c t which demonstrates the fe a s ib i l i ty  of a para- 
p ro fessional p o s itio n  in  fed era l probation  and paro le.
Goddard and Jacobson (1967) and Lee (1968) describe the use o f 
nonprofessional aides (some o f whom were former offenders) in  probation 
and p aro le . Training consu lta tion  and supervision in  these programs 
was provided by probation and p aro le  o f f ic e s . Volkman and Cressey 
(1963) advocate using ex-offenders and re h a b ilita te d  drug addicts to 
help in  the f ie ld  of co rrec tions and re h a b il ita t io n , ascrib in g  to  a 
" ro le  rev e rsa l"  model theory. Kom (1968) describes the successfu l 
u t i l iz a t io n  of offenders in  re so c ia liz in g  o ther offenders. Barnett
(1971) successfu lly  employed indigenous nonprofessionals in  the re h ab il­
i ta t io n  of sex offenders.
H orejsi (1972), in v es tig a tin g  the a tt i tu d e s  of paren ts of 
probationers toward ju v en ile  court vo lun teers, found th a t most parents 
regarded the vo lun teers as help fu l and expressed favorable a tt i tu d e s  
toward the ju v en ile  court program.
An a n a ly tic a l survey of the  use of group counseling in  cor­
re c tio n a l in s t i tu t io n s  was examined by A tlas (1971). In expanding such 
programs Atlas urges the use of lay or nonprofessional s ta f f  as
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group lead ers . Cressey (1965b) recommends making maximum use of av a il­
able personnel to  ac t as r e h a b i l i ta t iv e  agents. According to  Sirgudson
(1969), expanding the ro le  of th e  nonprofessional i s  the most r e a l i s t i c  
a lte rn a tiv e  av a ilab le  to a l le v ia te  the  manpower shortage of p ro fess io n a ls  
in  co rrec tio n a l s e ttin g s . The use of the paraprofessional s ta f f  re ­
p resen ts  a v iab le  means of making a serv ice  more av a ilab le  to  a la rg e r  
number of inm ates, and of fu rth e r  re a liz in g  the p o te n tia l fo r reh ab il­
i ta t io n  which can e x is t  in  soc io therapeu tic  c o rrec tio n a l system s. The 
system atic s e le c tio n , tra in in g  and development of lay  personnel as 
functiona l p ro fessio n als  makes e ffec tiv en ess  in  so c ia l programs pos­
s ib le  (Carkhuff, 1971).
An ad d itio n a l b en efit of group counseling i s  the change i t  
c rea tes  in  the  character of the co rre c tio n a l in s t i tu t io n .  This a r ise s  
from a d if fe re n t order of communications among the elements of the 
co rrec tio n a l community as both s ta f f  and inmates u n ite  in  co llab o ra tiv e  
in te ra c tio n . (Task Force on C orrections, the P re s id e n t 's  Commission 
on Law Enforcement and A dm inistration o f J u s t ic e ,  1967).
Shapiro and Ross (1970) in  a ca re fu lly  co n tro lled  study on 
s e n s i t iv i ty  tra in in g  on a T-group therapy e ffec tiv en ess  in  a co rrec tio n ­
a l  in s t i tu t io n ,  demonstrated major e f fe c ts  such an experience had on 
i t s  members. A djective c h e c k -lis t d a ta , taken before and a f te r  the 
group experience, ind icated  th a t  the p a r tic ip a n ts  showed increm ents in  
p o s itiv e  ad jec tiv es  used in  describ ing  themselves and a lso  in  des­
c r ip tio n  of them by the re s id en ts  of the in s t i tu t io n .  Shavlik (1970) 
reported  s im ila r p o s itiv e  r e s u l ts  a t  the El Reno Federal Reformatory,
El Reno, Oklahoma, when co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  and inmates p a r tic ip a te d
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in  an " in te rp e rso n a l re la t io n s  p ro je c t ."
B as ica lly , an in s t i tu t io n  fo r  offenders e x is ts  fo r  two pur­
poses. One of th ese  i s  the tesq>orary custody of the ind iv idual in  
order to  p ro tec t so c ie ty  from h is  tra n sg ress io n s . This aspec t, more
o ften  than n o t, has been overenq>hasized (Edwards, 1971; Cressey, 1959a,
1960). While recognizing the importance of the custody a sp ec t, i t  has 
been s ta ted  th a t "This does not mean we must become so custody concerned 
th a t  we f a i l  to u t i l i z e  to the  f u l l  the  o th er fea tu re s  of our treatm ent 
program. Obviously, custody alone does not p ro te c t the  public except 
fo r  the r e la t iv e ly  sh o rt time %Aile the Ind iv idual i s  confined 
( In s t i tu t io n a l  Treatment of Younger O ffenders, p. 13 )."
Richards (1967) emphasizes the need fo r developing programs in 
in s t i tu t io n s  which aim to produce change in  the  chronic offender:
"As long as we cannot keep the r e c id iv is t  locked up fo r  h is  whole l i f e  
we can only f u l f i l l  our o b lig a tio n  to  th e  secu rity  of so c ie ty  by changing 
the  ind iv idual (R ichards, p . 2 8 )."  The second purpose of the in s t i tu t io n ,  
then , i s  to " re s to re  the confined offender to  the mainstream of so c ie ty ."  
This i s  generally  covered by th e  term " re h a b i l i ta t io n ," or " re in teg ra ­
t io n ,"  which simply means re s to r in g  the  ind iv idual to so c ie ty  where he 
can liv e  w ithin  the framework o f  the e x is tin g  c iv i l  and crim inal laws.
The C orrectional In s t i tu t io n  -  S ta ff
Apart from the management, the p riso n  personnel co n sis ts  of :
(1) A small but normally w e ll-q u a lif ie d  group of " th e ra p is ts ,"  such 
as p s y c h ia tr is ts ,  p sy ch o lo g is ts , educato rs, so c ia l workers, and 
chap la ins; (2) A group of sem i-sk illed  tech n ic ian s , who mainly ac t as
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vocatlonal In s tru c to rs  and supervisors In  possession of the necessary 
vocational tra in in g  fo r  the trad e  concerned; and (3) The la rg e s t  group 
consis ting  of "co rrec tio n a l"  o f f ic e r s ,  whose tra d it io n a l  duty i t  i s  to 
secure the presence of the  inmates and to  m aintain order and d isc ip lin e  
la id  down in  re g u la tio n s , po licy  statem ents, operations memoranda, e tc . 
They are  the "executors o f th e  system" and, genera lly  speaking, a re  
regarded as such by the  inm ates. The management personnel a re  respon­
s ib le  fo r the  ad m in is tra tio n , s e c u rity , and law and order w ith in  th e  
p rison  and fo r the  treatm ent o f the inmates. In  the event o f  c o n f lic ts  
between these  d u tie s , the concern fo r  secu rity  and d isc ip lin e  takes 
precedence over the  regard  fo r  treatm ent.
Cormier and Williams (1971) o ffe r  an in s ig h tfu l p ersp ec tiv e  
of the co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  from the vantage po in t of the inm ate, who 
views him as a p ersecu to r rep resen ting  the au th o rity  of the in s t i tu t io n  
and of so c ie ty  a t  la rg e . I t  i s  not surp rising  then th a t the incarcera ted  
see themselves as persecu ted . Deprived of various freedoms and impotent 
to  change th e i r  immediate s i tu a t io n ,  they confront, v ie  fo r  some measure 
o f con tro l over th e i r  l iv e s ,  and r e t a l ia te ,  o ften  in  su b tle  b u t some­
times open, ways. C o rrec tio n al o f f ic e r s ,  constantly  exposed to  per­
secu tion  and requ ired  to  ex e rc ise  r e s t r a in t  and d is c ip l in e ,  a re  sometimes 
tempted to p ersecu te . In the p rison  s itu a tio n , the  ro le s  freq u en tly  
interchange ; i t  sometimes i s  d i f f i c u l t  to d if fe re n tia te  between them, 
as both claim they a re  the victim s and the o thers are the p e rsecu to rs .
Shoom (1972) d iscusses the aspect of au th o rity  in  th e  cor­
re c tio n a l w o rk er-c lien t re la tio n sh ip . He points out th a t the re lev an t 
issu e  i s  not the "use" of a u th o rity , but ra th e r  the q u a lity  o f i t s  use.
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Âuthorlty I s  an inheren t p a r t  of the counseling process w ith in  the 
socio therapeu tic  community; the co rrec tio n a l worker i s  in  a s in g u la r 
po sitio n  to  a s s i s t  h is  c l ie n t  to  a more thorough understanding of the 
importance of au th o rity  and to a  recognition  th a t i t  can also  be 
associated w ith p o s itiv e  c h a ra c te r is tic s  -  not only with h o s t i l i t y ,  
rep ression , and punishment.
C orrectional o f f ic e rs ,  generally  speaking, are re c ru ite d  and 
tra in ed  fo r  tasks o f order and se c u rity  -  more recen tly  a lso  fo r so c io - 
educational and treatm ent functions. Thus, co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s ,  l ik e  
the po lice  in  a community, may be regarded simply as a domestic army 
which keeps c iv i l ia n  o rd e r, or they may be regarded as ind iv iduals  
involved in  h ighly  complex functions th a t  extend beyond mere rep ressio n .
For the re s id en t population o f a closed system, s p e c if ic a lly  
in  a co rrec tio n a l in s t i tu t io n ,  th ere  e x is ts  the ominous r e a l i ty  of 
p o te n tia l c r is e s  -  s itu a tio n s  in  which an ind iv idual, or group of in ­
d iv id u a ls , perceives him self as vulnerable in  an event which "involves 
both danger and opportun ity ."  This notion conceives of a c r i s i s  s i tu a ­
tio n  as one in  which ty p ic a l defense p a tte rn s  are  breached in  the face 
of th re a t (openness), thus presenting  unusual opportun ities (vulnera­
b i l i ty )  fo r m odification  of usual behavior by d ire c t in te rv en tio n .
Klein and Lindemann (1961) contend th a t  e ffe c tiv e  in te rven tion  tech­
niques w ill  not only re lie v e  the c r i s i s  but w ill o ften  serve to b ring  
about p e rso n a lity  change as w ell. Other c r is is  research ers , Bard (1959) 
and Rapoport (1963) p resen t convincing evidence to  support these observa­
tio n s . S im ila rly , s itu a tio n s  o r c r ise s  which have d e te rio ra ted  to  the 
po in t of th rea ten ing  v io lence are  in  c r i t i c a l ,  d e lic a te  balance and r e -
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qu lre  a high lev e l of s k i l l  on the p a r t of the  in terven ing  au thority  
expected to  m ollify  the s itu a tio n . The e f fe c tiv e  co rrec tio n a l o ffic e r  
must be prepared fo r th is  function . He, s ing ly  and c o lle c tiv e ly , must 
draw upon h is  notions of the dynamics of the s itu a tio n  and of the per­
sons involved, and behave in  ways to  abort a t ra g ic  outcome. Correction­
a l  o f f ic e rs  constan tly  meet s ta te s  of openness and v u ln e ra b ility  as 
they find  themselves enmeshed in  countless l i f e  c r is e s . Their s k i l l ­
fu l  preventive in te rv en tio n  in  a sp e c ific  l i f e  c r i s i s ,  common to  a l l  
re s id en ts  -  adjustment to  in ca rce ra tio n , holds sp ec ia l promise as an 
e f fe c tiv e  means fo r  behavior m odification.
Unlike the p ro fessio n a ls , whose co n trib u tio n  and influences 
b en e fit only too few of the Inmates, the c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs  are 
re c ru ite d  from an environment th a t I s  f a i r ly  c lo se  to th a t of the inmate 
(Paludan -  M uller, 1972). In close contact w ith the inmate population, 
they have the  b es t possib le  opportun ities fo r in fluence. The "socio- 
therapeu tic"  in s t i tu t io n  con tribu tes to  a re o rie n ta tio n  of du ties and 
r e s p o n s ib il i t ie s  of custod ia l personnel; they p lay  a ro le  In  a l l  thera­
p eu tic  approaches.
In  several a r t ic le s ,  Cressey (1958b; 1959a) has described some 
of th e  confusion experienced by co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  of treatm ent- 
o rien ted  in s t i tu t io n s  due to  contradictory  goals th a t have been se t fo r 
them to  achieve. These co n flic tin g  goals r e s u l t  In  vague and frequently  
dichotomous d ire c tio n s  to  guide th e ir  work and f a l l  to  provide a system 
of c r i t e r i a  by which the o f f ic e r ’s work and h is  impact can be evaluated. 
Although inmate r e h a b il ita t io n  i s  an e x p lic i t  goal of the o rgan ization , 
i t  i s  Impossible to measure the in s t i tu t io n 's  success in  th is  regard.
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Numerous p re -  and p o s t- ln s t i tu t lo n  conditions a f fe c t recid iv ism  r a te s ,  
making i t  im possible to  m eaningfully c o rre la te  e ith e r  high or low 
recidivism  ra te s  w ith sp e c if ic  in s t i tu t io n  a c t iv i t i e s .  More s p e c if ic a l ly ,  
the  con tribu tion  of any one co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r  counselor to  the  re ­
h a b il i ta t io n  or the  recid iv ism  o f inmates cannot be measured in  terms 
of the competence of th e  "responsib le" co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  counselor.
For some, th e  tem ptation to  withdraw to  the concreteness of cu s to d ia l 
ro le s  i s  not s u rp r is in g . Role c o n f lic ts  and re la te d  problems both fo r  
p ro fessional and nonprofessional personnel in  new treatm ent programs 
a re  discussed by O hlin, Piven and Pappenfort (1956); Cressey (1959b);
Weber (1957); Shapiro (1970) ; Shapiro and Ross (1970); Roche Report
(1970). Some of the new ro le s  co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r  counselors are  
expected to assume are  in  sharp c o n tra s t w ith ro le s  played p rev iously . 
F u rther, some aspects o f th e ir  new ro le s  are  no t e x p lic i t  -  expectations 
may be vague and a t  variance w ith  th e i r  previous a c t iv i t i e s .
Finding an in teg ra te d  compromise between the th erap eu tic  and 
cu sto d ia l ro le  is  a b as ic  task  each co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  counselor must 
confront and reso lv e . "Custody (care  and contro l) i s  a  basic  p a r t  of 
treatm ent, and the basic  p r in c ip le s  of treatm ent ( re la tio n sh ip , honesty , 
and l im it-s e ttin g )  a re  e s s e n tia l  to  enlightened custody (O’Neal, 1965)."
The Federal Bureau of P risons
The Federal Bureau of P risons cu rren tly  operates 70 f a c i l i t i e s  
(Carlson, 1973), which include 15 community treatm ent cen te rs . In  
a d d itio n , co n trac ts  have been es ta b lish ed  with lo c a l j a i l s  fo r p r e - t r i a l  
de ten tion  and short-te rm  commitment of fed era l o ffenders, w ith p r iv a te
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and lo c a l government agencies fo r community programs and w ith  several 
s ta te  co rrec tio n a l systems fo r commitment of se lec ted  offenders w ith 
long-term  sentences. The p rison  system I s  comprised of 36 In s t i tu t io n s  
and 24 o ther types of f ie ld  f a c i l i t i e s  which provide custody and cor­
re c tio n a l programs fo r  approximately 23,000 Inmates.
C orrectional O fficer Counselor Program
The Federal Bureau of P risons I s  cu rre n tly  supporting and ex­
panding a C orrectional O ffice r Counselor Program. The ro le  of the cor­
re c tio n a l o f f ic e r  "counselor" was created  to  share w ith th e  lim ited  
av a ilab le  p ro fessio n a l s ta f f  th e  de livery  o f m ental h ea lth  care se rv ices . 
In  th is  p ro je c t I t  was proposed th a t  co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s ,  already 
engaged In quasl-m ental h ea lth  se rv ice  ro le s ,  bu t w ithout formal t r a in ­
in g , be tra in ed  to function  In  those ro le s  more e f fe c tiv e ly . The pro­
gram, based upon an emerging body of theory and re sea rch , defines a 
method which jo in s  preventive approaches In m ental h ea lth  w ith  those of 
crime prevention  and c r i s i s  In te rv en tio n . I t  r e s t s  on the convergence 
o f a t  le a s t  th ree  tra ck s  of theory and research : (1) The use of the
p arap ro fesslonal m ental h ea lth  worker; (2) P reven tive c r i s i s  I n te r ­
ven tion ; (3) Carkhuff counselor empathy tra in in g . The purpose of the 
p ro je c t was to  s e le c t and t r a in  co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s ,  employed In 
fed e ra l co rrec tio n a l f a c i l i t i e s  serving convicted fed e ra l fe lo n s , as 
counselors and tra in e rs  In  In te rpersonal s k i l l s .  One of the major goals 
was to  provide the program with the  capacity  fo r  I t s  own in -se rv ice  
tra in in g . To acconq>llsh th is ,  an attem pt was made to :  (1) S e lec t
candidates fo r th e i r  a b i l i ty  to  e f fe c t  re la tio n sh ip s  of a p o s itiv e  natu re
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with in ca rce ra ted  re s id e n ts ;  th u s , candidates se lec ted  were those 
who were functioning  a t  the  h ighest le v e l of in te rp e rso n a l s k i l l s ;  and
(2) T rain  those se lec ted  to  function  a t  s t i l l  h igher s k i l l  le v e ls . 
I n s t i tu t io n s  have given th e i r  support in  terms of tim e, a llo c a tio n  of 
re so u rces, realignm ent of program p r io r i t i e s ,  and m odifications in  per­
sonnel o rgan ization  s tru c tu re ,  to  see these  programs succeed. Evaluation 
of the  co rrec tio n a l counseling program has been lim ited  to  a Performance 
Measuremen t  System (PMS, 1972) which b a s ic a lly  looks a t the  e f fe c t  of 
th e  program on a  to ta l  in s t i tu t io n  popu la tion , prim arily  in  a  very 
generalized  sense.
C orrectional o ffice r-co u n se lo rs  receive tra in in g  in  co rrec tio n ­
a l  counseling follow ing the "Carkhuff Model." This technique of coun­
se lo r  tra in in g , adopted by the  Bureau of P risons, u t i l i z e s  th ree b a s ic  
phases: Phase I  -  Empathy or Base-Building, p rim arily  Rogerian, non­
d ire c tiv e  counseling; Phase I I  -  Understanding -  re f le c t io n  o r feedback; 
Phase I I I  -  A ction, a behav io ra l approach of defin ing  goals and s e tt in g  
up means to  achieve these  ends.
A ll tra in e e s  rece ive  a t le a s t  fo rty  hours of prelim inary com­
m unications tra in in g  in  empathy; an in term ediate and advanced course i s  
a lso  o ffe red . A ll tra in e e s  receive system atic tra in in g  focused upon 
those s k i l l s  necessary to  implement an e f fe c tiv e  helping process (Cark­
h u ff , 1969b; 1971). The helping s k i l l s  include advanced tra in in g  in  
the o p e ra tio n a liz a tio n  of empathy, re sp e c t, concreteness, genuineness, 
co n fro n ta tio n , and im iediacy , as w ell as the development o f e f fe c tiv e  
courses of ac tio n . Practicum  experience in  transm itting  the  learned 
helping s k i l l s  i s  a lso  provided.
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In  the context of lev e ls  of conditions o ffered  by the tra in e e s , 
the t ra in in g  u t i l i z e s  Carkhuff sca les  employed In  assessing helping 
outcome to  shape tra in e e  functioning. Recorded samples of counselor- 
c l le n t  In te ra c tio n s  made during the tra in in g  program are coded and 
ra te d . Trained judges apply the sca les  fo r ra tin g s  of accurate empathy 
and nonpossesslve warmth (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). The ra tio n a le  and 
procedures fo r  tra in in g  judges Is  described by Lawlls (1968). In ad­
d i t io n , throughout the  tra in in g  sess io n s, tra in e e s  receive Immediate and 
concrete feedback In the form of ra tin g s  of th e i r  helping e ffec tiv en ess  
by the t r a in e rs  and o ther tra in e es  In  the group (Carkhuff, 1969b).
The tra in in g  procedures are  described In d e ta i l  (Truax, Cark­
huff and Douds, 1964; Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). The cen tra l elements 
In  the tra in in g  approach can be summarized as: (a) A therapeu tic  con­
tex t in  whxch the superv isor cczssunlcates hlgn le v e ls  of empathy, warmth, 
and genuineness to  tra in e e s ; (b) A d id ac tic  use of research scales fo r 
the  measurement of empathy, warmth, and genuineness fo r "shaping" 
tra in e e s ' responses ; and (c) A focused group therapy experience th a t 
follow s th e  emergence of the t r a in e e 's  own Id iosyncra tic  therapeu tic  
s e lf  through se lf-e x p lo ra tio n  and consequent In te g ra tio n  of h is  d id ac tic  
tra in in g  and h is  personal values, g o a ls , and l i f e  s ty le .
The co rrec tlo n a l-o fflce r-co u n se lo r p ro je c t co n s titu tes  an experi­
ment In  education In the  two broad f ie ld s  o f law enforcement and mental 
h ea lth . I t  attem pts to  provide tech n ica l s k i l l s  usually  associated  
with the help ing  professions to  a group of co rrec tio n a l o ffic e rs  whose 
personal s a fe ty  has been tra d it io n a lly  thought to  be associated w ith a 
very d if f e re n t  kind of p ro fessional Id e n tity  and personal performance.
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Â ddltlonally , the p ro jec t broadens the scope of p ro fessional tra in in g  
fo r  c l in ic a l  psychologists by exposing them to  a world usually  a lie n  
to them.
CHAPTER I I  
STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The problem of the p resen t study i s  to  in v estig a te  whether 
counselors, employed in  fed e ra l co rrec tio n a l f a c i l i t i e s  serving con­
v ic ted  fe lo n s, hold a t t i tu d e s  r e la t iv e  to trea tm en t, sec u rity  and am­
b it io n  s ig n if ic a n tly  d if fe re n t from those of c o rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s .
An ad d itio n a l focus, u t i l iz in g  the three aforementioned fa c to rs , i s  the 
degree of personal change as a concomitant o f the treatm ent ag en t's  
exposure to the process of treatm ent. A th ird  purpose i s  to  in v e s tig a te  
whether counselors d i f f e r  among themselves and from co rrec tio n a l of­
f ic e r s  on these a t t i tu d e  scales re la t iv e  to  the type of f a c i l i t y  in  
which they serve : Long-term ad u lt (p e n i te n tia r ie s ) , interm ediate-term
a d u lt, short-term  a d u lt , young ad u lt o r ju v e n ile  and youth in s t i tu t io n s .  
(C la ss if ic a tio n  o f Federal Bureau of Prisons f a c i l i t i e s  and in s ta l la t io n s  
i s  provided in  Appendix A.)
The C orrectional P rac tic e s  Q uestionnaire and the Counselor's 
A c tiv it ie s  C hecklist w ill  be adm inistered to  a l l  counselors serving 
in  fed e ra l co rrec tio n a l f a c i l i t i e s ;  p o s t- te s t  data  c o lle c tio n , 
u t i l iz in g  these instrum ents, w ill  be undertaken a f te r  a  tim e-period 
of s ix  months to analyze fo r  a t t i tu d e  change as a concomitant of 
job experience.
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Based upon the above o u tlin ed  ob jec tiv es  the  s p e c if ic  hypo­
theses te s te d  w ill  be:
1. Counselors w il l  d i f f e r  from co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r s  In  th e ir  
a t t i tu d e s  about trea tm en t, s e c u rity  and am bition.
a. Counselors w ill  receive h igher scores than c o rrec tio n a l 
o f f ic e r s  on the treatm ent sc a le .
b . Counselors w ill  receive lower scores than co rre c tio n a l 
o f f ic e rs  on the secu rity  sca le .
c . Counselors w ill  receive lower scores than c o rrec tio n a l 
o f f ic e rs  on the ambition sca le .
2. Counselors, w ith more experience as treatm ent agen ts , w i l l  
d i f f e r  from th e i r  p eers . This d iffe ren ce  w il l  be re f le c te d  
in  th e i r  a t t i tu d e s  about treatm ent and s e c u r ity , bu t not
In th e i r  a t t i tu d e  about am bition.
a . Experienced counselors w i l l  receive  h igher scores on 
the treatm ent sca le  than th e ir  le s s  experienced p ee rs .
b. Experienced counselors w il l  receive lower scores on 
the se c u rity  sca le  than th e i r  le s s  experienced peers .
c. Experienced counselors w il l  not d i f f e r  from th e i r  le s s  
experienced peers on the am bition s c a le .
3. Counselors w il l  d if f e r  In th e i r  a t t i tu d e s  about treatm ent 
and se cu rity  by v ir tu e  of the type of f a c i l i t y  In  which 
they serve.
4. Counselors who a re  assigned to  Drug Abuse Treatment Pro­
grams and NARA Treatment Programs In  th e i r  resp ec tiv e  
In s t i tu t io n s  w il l  be expected to  score h igher on the
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dimenslon of treatm ent and lower on the dimension o f 
s e c u r ity , than th e i r  peers who are  assigned to  work with
general in s t i tu t io n s  re s id en ts , who are not p a r t  of a
formal in s t i tu t io n  treatm ent program.
5. Counselors w il l  d i f f e r  on each of the dimensions o f t r e a t ­
ment, s e c u rity  and am bition, as a function  of years of
serv ice  in  the  Bureau of P risons.
6. Counselors w il l  d i f f e r  on each of the dimensions of t r e a t ­
ment, s e c u rity  and am bition, as a function  of th e i r  age.
7. Counselors w il l  d i f f e r  on each of the dimensions o f t r e a t ­
ment, s e c u r ity , and am bition, as a function  of th e i r  years 
o f education.
CHAPTER I I I  
METHOD
SUBJECTS
184 co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  counselors (h ereafte r re fe rred  to  as 
counselors) represen ting  27 fed era l co rre c tio n a l in s ta lla t io n s  were 
the  p a r tic ip a n ts  in  th is  in v e s tig a tio n . A ll had received a t le a s t  
the 40-hour b asic  c la ss  on counseling techniques. The following 
counselor p ro f ile  broadly describes th is  group along 6 demographic 
v ariab les  :
Age The mean age of a l l  counselors was 45.9 years, w ith a 
range of 31 to 67 years.
Years o f Service The mean number of years counselors have been
with th e  Bureau of Prisons was 16.3 y ea rs , w ith  a range of 1 to  33
years.
Education V irtu a lly  a l l  counselors have a high school diploma,
many have college hours, some have completed the  BS Degree.
Months as Counselors There i s  a considerable range in  the on- 
the-job  experience of counselors w ith more than h a lf  on the job over 
s ix  months and 32 on the job more than 18 months — a few have served 
48 months and more.
Size of Caseload The s ize  of a caseload varies  dram atically  
from one in s t i tu t io n  to  ano ther, but the  average reported by the coun-
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se lo rs  vas a caseload of 112.
Time Spent Counseling The counselors Indicated  th a t they 
estim ate spending 67% of th e ir  time ac tu a lly  ta lk ing  with Inmates.
PROCEDDIffi
Subjects received the C ounselor's A c tiv itie s  and C orrectional 
P rac tices  Q uestionnaires a t  th e ir  lo c a l In s ta lla t io n s  through normal 
d is tr ib u tio n  of w ritten  communications. A ll m ateria ls  were mailed from 
Bureau of P riso n s , Washington, D. C . . Subjects were Instiructed to  com­
p le te  a l l  questions on both questionnaires and re tu rn  them through th e ir  
Chief C orrectional Supervisor fo r re tu rn  m ailing to  the Adm inistrator 
of C orrectional Serv ice, Bureau of P riso n s , Washington, D. C .. In­
s tru c tio n s  provided an option fo r  anonymity. In s tru c tio n s  fo r com­
p le tio n  of m ateria ls  are  provided In  Appendix B. The C orrectional 
P rac tices  Q uestionnaire, along w ith the Counselor A c tiv itie s  C heck list, 
was again d is tr ib u te d  to  a l l  counselors, through the same channels, 
a f te r  a time period of s ix  months.
An In s t i tu t io n  number code was p re -p rln ted  on a l l  of the In­
strum ents. 127 counselors ' responses to  the questionnaire packet were 
matched on the b a s is  of Iden tify ing  demographic Information provided 
from the  C ounselor's A c tiv itie s  Q uestionnaire and the Counselor A c tiv itie s  
C hecklist. These 127 sub jec ts  served In  the p re - and p o s t- te s t an a ly s is .
INSTRUMENTS
C orrectional P rac tices  Questionnaire -  Form 5 (CPQ) -  The CPQ 
was developed a t  the College of Education, U niversity  of Oklahoma,
Norman, Oklahoma, under con tract number J15c-2014, United S tates Bureau
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of P riso n s, as p a r t  of an evaluation  p ro je c t a t  the S ta ff  Training 
C enters, In  A tla n ta , Georgia and El Reno, Oklahoma, fo r  the measurement 
of a t t i tu d e s  and th e  change of a t t i tu d e s  o f tra in e e s  (Rowltz, e t .  a l . , 
Feb ., 1973). The focus of tra in in g  a t  th e  S ta ff  Training Centers Is  
a balance between secu rity  and treatm ent. The CPQ provides th ree  scale 
scores fo r each Ind iv idual. One Is  th e  assessm ent of Ambition; the 
other two sca les  measure a t t i tu d e s  toward Treatment and Security  w ithin 
the c o rre c tio n a l In s t i tu t io n s .  Items fo r each of the sca les  a re  
arranged In  random order on the  q u estio n n aire .
SCALES OF THE CPQ
1. Ambition -  This fa c to r , co n s is tin g  of f iv e  Item s, measures 
the o rie n ta tio n  of the co rre c tio n a l worker toward Increased 
professionalism  and alignment w ith Bureau of P risons 
standards. A lso, I t  can be used to  provide an add itional 
p re d ic to r  of successfu l c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r s .
2. Treatment -  This sca le , c o n s is tin g  of s ix teen  Item s, 
measures the recognition  o f the  r o le  of the co rrec tio n a l 
worker In the helping re la tio n sh ip s  w ith re s id e n ts . I t  
I s  expected th a t the cogn itive  recogn ition  of th is  ro le  
w il l  be re la ted  to  the behav io ra l a c ts  of helping which 
comprise the goal of the tra in in g .
3. S ecurity  -  This th ird  fa c to r , co n sis tin g  of th ir te e n  Items, 
measures the recognition  o f  the  re sp o n s ib il i ty  of the 
c o rrec tio n a l worker In  m aintaining custody and es ta b lish in g  
an atmosphere In which the goals o f the I n s t i tu t io n  may
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be carried  out in  the most e fficac io u s  manner.
The instrum ent c o n s is ts  o f th ir ty - fo u r  s ta tan en ts  about 
changing behavior; some are  concerned w ith people in  g enera l, and o thers 
a re  focused upon the inmate population . CPQ Form 5, with in s tru c tio n s , 
i s  provided in  Appendix C. Responses to the CPQ are  recorded on IBM 
Form 503 answer sheets which may be machine scored or scored by hand, 
through the use of a  scoring key and ta b le s  to  convert raw scores to  
standard  scores (Appendix D). Each sca le  score i s  based on a d if fe re n t 
number of item s; th e re fo re , in  o rder to  compare scores on the th ree  
f a c to r s ,  conversion ta b le s  were developed to  change raw scores to  
standard  scores. Scores are based on the average (mean) scores made 
by male co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s ,  e s ta b lish in g  a co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  model 
o r  standard . Female co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s  were elim inated from the 
model because s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses bad ind ica ted  th e ir  responses to  fae 
a ty p ic a l (Kowitz, e t .  a l . , February, 1963, p. 2). Present standard iza­
t io n  a lso  perm its comparisons of p re - te s t  scores w ith p o s t- te s t  scores 
in  order to  measure change o f a t t i tu d e s .  A score of 70 (with a 
standard  dev ia tion  of 10) rep resen ts  the average (mean) score fo r  each 
of th re e  fac to rs  on p re - te s t  ad m in istra tio n ; 75 (with a standard 
d ev ia tio n  of 10) rep resen ts  the  mean score of co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  
on the  p o s t- te s t  adm in istra tion  of the CPQ (Kowitz, e t .  a l . , Aug.,
1973). The 5 po in t d iffe ren ce  r e f le c ts  gains in  the desired  d ire c tio n , 
based on the  p re - te s t  norm fo r  CPQ Form 5 as a p r e - te s t .
The respondents were in s tru c ted  to  read each statem ent care­
f u l ly  and then to  decide whether they agreed o r disagreed w ith i t .  For 
each numbered statem ent a  corresponding number was provided on the
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ra t in g  form. Following the number were f iv e  p o sitio n s  In  which the 
respondent In d ica ted  the  degree to  which he agreed or disagreed with 
the sta tem ent. P o sitio n  5 Ind icated  strong agreement; p o s itio n  1 In­
d icated  s trong  disagreem ent. I f  a  sub jec t had n e ith e r  agreed nor d is ­
agreed w ith th e  statem ent, he was In stru c ted  to  r a te  I t  3. Subjects 
were In s tru c ted  to  f i l l  In only one space, from 1 to  3 , fo r  each 
statem ent.
Counselors' A c tiv i t ie s  Q uestionnaire and Counselor A c tiv itie s  C hecklist 
These Instrum ents were designed and ençloyed to  c o lle c t demographic and 
jo b -re la te d  Inform ation and to  supplement and give breadth to  the  CPQ -  
Form 5. The Counselors' A c tiv itie s  Q uestionnaire (Appendix E) consis ts  
of 24 Item s, p rim arily  In the  form of questions, concerned with coun­
s e lo r 's  t ra in in g  and background, experience as a counselor and job 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .  The Counselor A c tiv itie s  C hecklist (Appendix F) Is  
an Inventory which co n sis ts  of 18 Items s im ila r  to ,  and In some cases 
d u p lica tin g , th e  Counselors' A c tiv itie s  Q uestionnaire Item s; only a 
p o rtio n  of th e  d a ta  gleaned from these two questionnaires was used In 
th is  p resen t In v es tig a tio n . The Inform ation co llec ted  from these In­
strum ents was used to  determine the d is tr ib u tio n  of the following In­
dependent v a r ia b le s  :
a . Age -  This v a riab le  was p a r titio n e d  In to  groupings by 
decade.
b . Education -  This v a riab le  was divided In to  3 groupings:
High School or le s s ,  some co llege , B. A. degree and advanced 
graduate work.
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c . Years of serv ice  w ith th e  Bureau o f Prisons -  This v ariab le  
was broken down in to  groupings by 10 year in te rv a ls .
d. Months o f experience as a  counselor -  This v a riab le  was 
divided in to  12 month in te rv a ls .
e . Work in  MARA or Drug Abuse Program -  This v a riab le  was 
dichotomized in to  two groupings: Yes or No.
A ll responses to the questionnaires were in d iv idually  coded 
p r io r  to  key punching fo r d a ta  a n a ly s is . A ccmputer program was w ritten  
which provided the raw scores fo r  each respondent as well as the standard 
scores.
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS
The ^ - te s t s  were u t i l iz e d  to canpare Bureau of P rison  coun­
s e lo rs ' CPQ sasq)le standard score means (N-181) ag a in st population means 
based on Bureau of P rison  co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  (standard score mean = 
75, standard dev iation  » 10), on the sca les  of Ambition, Treatment, 
and S ecurity . Prelim inary examination revealed s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences 
on the Ambition (X-69.83, ^ “-9 .0 6 , £  <.001) and Security  (X«66.03, ^  
-16.16, £< .001) dependent v a ria b le s . S ig n ifican t d iffe ren ces  fo r these 
v a riab les  were upheld when those counselors (3 ), who presumably might 
have con tribu ted  to th e  population mean and standard d ev ia tio n , were 
Included In  the an a ly sis  (N-184, Ambition: ^«-9 .19 , £  <.001; S ecurity : 
^■-16.36, £  <.001). Thus, the sample of counselors demonstrated s ig n i­
f ic a n tly  lower scores on these two measures than the population sub jec ts . 
No s ig n ifican ce  was found fo r the Independent v a r ia b le . Treatment, In  
e i th e r  an a ly sis  (N-181, Z^O .27; N-184, ^ --0 .2 4 ).
Experience as a BOP counselor was categorized In to  s ix , twelve­
month In te rv a ls . Separate one-way analyses of variance were performed 
to te s t  th e  sp ec ific  hypotheses regarding th is  Independent v a r ia b le , 
counselors ' experience, and I t s  re la tio n sh ip  to counselors ' scores 
on the CPQ a t t i tu d e  sca les  of Ambition, Treatment, and S ecurity ; none 
a tta in e d  s ig n ifican ce  (see Appendix G, Tables 4 , 6 , and 8 ). Examination
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of these analyses suggested th a t  those sub jec ts  w ith l i t t l e  experience 
versus those w ith most experience as BOP counselors scored d if f e r e n t ia l ly  
on the scale of Ambition, F, (5 , 178)«1.81, £  <.20. T herefore, counsel­
o rs ' lev e l of experience was re fin ed  and conparisons were performed on 
the two extreme q u a r tile s  of experience (N-58, X-6.93 months, S.D .-2.92; 
N“55, X«34.84 months, S.D.-1 7 .2 9 ). A t ^ te s t  fo r  d iffe ren ces  between 
two independent measures revealed a s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  between 
means (N^-58, X^-67.69; N^-SS, X2»71.47) on the Ambition sca le  (£—2.64,
£  <.01). In order to determ ine whether s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  were 
present in  the  le s s  than extreme dichotom ies, lev e ls  o f counselor ex­
perience were reapportioned in to  the  four q u a r tile s  and a separate 
analysis  of variance  executed, 2  (3 ,180-2.9593), £  <.05. A lin e a r  
re la tio n sh ip  between th is  independent v a r ia b le  and scores on the Ambition 
scale  was revealed . Post hoc comparisons of th is  s ig n if ic a n t 2  t e s t ,  
u t i l iz in g  the Duncan's M ultip le Range Test fo r  Nearly Equal n 's ,  d is ­
closed s ig n ifican ce  (df-180, £  <.05) fo r  q u a r ti le  group comparisons 
1:4 (N^-58, ^ - 6 7 .6 9 ;  N^-41, X^-71.58) and 1:3 (3^=42, X^-71.42).
Q uartile  cooçarisons on the S ecurity  and Treatment sca les  were c lea rly  
nonsign ifican t (F-<1).
Analysis of th e  CPQ d a ta  fo r  c la s s i f ic a t io n  by in s t i tu t io n -  
type revealed no d ifferen ces on any of the th ree  sca les  (Ambition, 2
(5.178)-1.16, £  > .20; Treatm ent, 2  (5 ,178)-1.71, £  <.20; S ecu rity , 2
(5.178)-1.33, £ > .2 0 ) .  S im ila rly , non s ig n ifican ce  was obtained when 
the  CPQ data were analyzed fo r  counselors assigned to  work w ith formal 
treatm ent programs versus counselors associa ted  w ith  non-formal t r e a t ­
ment programs: Ambition, 2  (1 ,182)-0 .70 , £  >.20; Treatm ent, 2  (1,182)-
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0 .03 , 2  > .20; S ecu rity , F (1 ,182).0 .75 , £  >.20.
The CPQ data  were analyzed fu rth e r  fo r  each of th e  sca le s : 
Ambition, Treatment, and Security  and the independent v a r ia b le , years 
of Bureau of P rison experience. A ll analyses fa i le d  to  reach  s ig n i f i ­
cance: Ambition, F. (2 ,179)"1.21, £  >.20; Treatm ent, F (2,179)=1.34,
£  > .20; S ecu rity , F^  (2,179)=0.90, £  >.20. Comparisons were made fo r  
years of Bureau of P rison experience of counselors when th i s  v a riab le  
was categorized  in to  only the two extreme q u a r tile s  (N=47, Z=8.45 y ea rs ,
S .D .-3 .32 ; N-47, X-24.11 y ea rs , S.D.=3.25). The t - t e s t  suggested a 
trend  of an inverse  re la tio n sh ip  between years of Bureau o f  P rison 
experience and mean scores on the Ambition sca le  (X^=71.55, %2=68.75; 
£■1.92, £  < .10). (See Appendix G, Table 35). A nalysis of variance fo r 
years of BOP experience fo r  counselors, a f te r  th is  v a r ia b le  was re ­
categorized  in to  four q u a r t i le s ,  suggested th a t  a l l  s ig n if ic a n t  d if ­
ferences could be accounted fo r  by comparisons of the extreme means, 
as revealed in  the _ t-test an a ly s is , F (3 ,178)-1 .84 , £  <.20. (See 
Appendix G, Tables 35 and 36 fo r  q u a r tile s , N, X, and S .D .). A ll o th e r 
F - te s ts  in  th e  q u a r t ile  realignm ents fo r  the  Security  and Treatment 
dependent v ariab les  were c le a r ly  nonsign ifican t (F s< l).
To t e s t  fo r  d iffe ren ces  between scores on the CPQ sca les  as 
a fu n ctio n  of counselors ' age (which was categorized  by decade), 
sep ara te  one-way analyses of variance were performed (Ambition, F 
(2 179)-4 .16, £  <.025; Treatm ent, F (2,179)«2.09, £  >.10; S ecu rity , F
(2 ,179)"1 .92 , £  < .20). Post hoc conçarisons employing f r - te s ts ,  a f te r  
the  d a ta  were reca tego rized  in to  the two extreme q u a r tile s  on the 
b a s is  of counselors ' age (N-53, X-39.17 y ea rs , S .D .-2.37; N»49, X-54.04
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years, S.D .-3.12) obtained  s ig n ifican ce  fo r  the CPQ sca le  Treatment 
(X^“73.34, X2“ 77.33; _t»2.86, <01). Trends toward s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig ­
n ifican ce  were obtained fo r  the  sc a le s  o f Ambition (X^»69.50, X2*71.99; 
t j ^ l .69 , 2  < 1 0 ) and S ecu rity  (Xj^ “ 65.78, X2=67.94; t ^ l . 6 2 ,  £  < .10). 
S im ila rly , m arginal le v e ls  of s ig n ifican ce  were obtained a f te r  the CPQ 
data  were reapportioned in to  four q u a r t i le s :  Ambition, F (3 ,178)-
2.27, 2  <.10; Treatm ent, % (3 ,178)-2 .37 , 2  <.10; S ecurity , F (3 ,178)- 
2.26, 2  < '10. BOP counselors revealed  lower scores on the th ree  scales 
than th e  s t a t i s t i c a l  p o p u la tio n , co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r s .  (See Appendix 
G, Tables 48-51 fo r  q u a r t i le s ,  N, X, and S .D .).
A nalysis of v a r ia n c e , between counselors' le v e l of education 
(high school or le s s ,  some co lle g e , o r B. A. and above) and the th ree  
CPQ sca les  f a i le d  to  reach s ig n ifican ce  ( a l l  > .20). (See Appendix 
G, Tables 55-60).
The two data  c o lle c tio n  periods were separated by an in te rv a l 
of s ix  months. Of the 184 counselors who p a rtic ip a te d  in  th is  research 
in v e s tig a tio n , 127 of them were ab le  to  be matched on the b a s is  of 
demographic d a ta  and in s t i tu t io n  code numbers, thereby allowing fo r 
p re- and p o s t- te s t  an a ly s is  of the CPQ d a ta . Separate analyses of 
variance of CPQ gain scores on each of the scales fo r counselors ' 
experience again  revealed  m arginal s ig n ifican ce  in  the  re la tio n sh ip  
between years a s  a counselor and scores on the Ambition sca le , % (3,123)' 
2 .22, 2  <*10. No s ig n if ic a n c e  was obtained on e ith e r  of the o ther two 
sca les .
P re - te s t  CPQ sco res fo r  a l l  matched subjects by in s t i tu t io n  
were a lso  sub jected  to  analyses of v ariance (see Appendix 6 , Tables
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69-74). Analyses revealed  s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences between counselors 
a t  th e ir  respective  In s t i tu t io n s  only on the scale  of Ambition, F 
(22,104)"1.82, 2  <'025. Examination of re la tiv e  standard sco re  means 
and standard dev ia tions Ind icated  th a t the In s t i tu t io n s :  Morgantown 
(co-education) X*74.13, Alderson (female) X-56.73, and Lewlsburg (long­
term ad u lt)  X-60.83, were extreme In  th e ir  scores on th is  s c a le  compared 
to the o v era ll grand mean of 64.62 (see Table 69). Conclusions are  
unwarranted due to  range of sample s izes  fo r In s ti tu tio n s  which ranged 
from 2 to 12. The CPQ g a in  scores on each of the th ree  sca les  fo r 
matched sub jec ts by I n s t i tu t io n  were m arginally s ig n if ic a n t only on 
the scale  of Ambition, 2  (22,104)*1.60, £  <.10. Analyses on the  
Security  and Treatment sca le s  were c lea rly  nonsign ifican t (F s< l).
(See Appendix G, Tables 75-79). The CPQ gain scores on each o f the 
scales also  were sub jec ted  to  analyses o f variance by c la s s if ic a t io n  
according to In s ti tu tio n - ty p e  : Fs (5,121) <1 fo r Ambition, Treatment,
and Security  (see Appendix G, Tables 81-86 fo r Types of In s t i tu t io n s ,
N, X gain scores and S .D .).
The CPQ gain  scores on each of the scales In  add ition  were 
analyzed fo r counselors assigned to  formal treatm ent programs versus 
counselors associa ted  w ith non-formal treatment programs. Analyses of 
variance fo r the sca le  o f Security  obtained s ig n ifican ce  (X g a in  score 
fo r  counselors assigned to  formal treatm ent programs -  3.56; X gain 
score fo r counselors a sso c ia ted  w ith  non-formal treatm ent programs -  
-0 ,0 8 ) , F (l,1 2 5 )-3 .9 8 , £  <.05. No sign ificance was obtained fo r  gain 
scores on the Ambition s c a le , F (l,1 2 5 )-2 .6 4 , £  <.20 nor on th e  scale 
of Treatment, F <1 (see Appendix G, Tables 87-92 fo r N, X gain  sco res.
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and S .D .).
Gain scores fo r  the CPQ data  In ad d itio n  were analyzed for 
years o f  BOP experience and fo r age of counselors. None of these 
analyses of variance reached s ig n ifican ce  on any of the CPQ sca les . 
S ign ificance was obtained, however, on the Treatment scale  when the 
data  were analyzed fo r counselors' le v e l of education (high school o r 
l e s s ,  N“ 87, X --2.86; some college, N-34, X --0.05; B. A. and above,
N“6, X --9 .25 ), F (2,124)*3.79, £^<.025; however, th is  le v e l of s ig n i­
ficance must be In te rp re ted  with caution  due to  extremely unequal Ns 
In  each group and the fa c t  th a t only s ix  cases composed the category:
B. A. and above. The gain  scores analyzed fo r th e  sca les  of Ambition 
and S ecu rity  were c le a r ly  n o n sig n ifican t, Fs (2,124) <1.
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION
The th ree -fo ld  purpose of th is  in v estig a tio n  was: a) to  define
the population of co rre c tio n a l counselors employed In Federal Bureau 
of P rison (BOP) f a c i l i t i e s  along demographic and a t t l tu d in a l  dimensions,
b) to  explore a t t i tu d e  d iffe ren ces  among co rrec tio n a l counselors and 
between these counselors and th e i r  p ee rs , co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r s ,  and
c) to  assess counselors degree of a t t i tu d e  change as a  concomitant 
of th e i r  exposure to  the treatm ent process in  th e ir  resp ec tiv e  cor­
re c tio n a l s e t t in g s . The C o rrectional P rac tices  Q uestionnaire (CPQ), 
developed by the College of Education, U niversity  of Oklahoma, was used 
i n i t i a l l y  as p a rt of an evaluation  p ro je c t a t BOP S ta ff Training Centers. 
C orrectional o f f ic e r  norms were es tab lish ed  fo r the a t t i tu d e  sca les  of 
Ambition, Treatment, and S ecu rity ; th e  p resen t study compared counselors 
ag a in st these e s tab lish ed  norms.
The CPQ, as an a t t i tu d e  s c a le , i s  d is t in c tiv e  in  th a t  i t  i s  
sp e c if ic  to the ta sk  of co rrec tio n s  and to the philosophy o f the  BOP; 
th is  c h a ra c te r is tic  of s p e c if ic i ty  may account fo r the r e s u l t s .  (See 
page 46 fo r d e f in itio n s  of the th ree  s c a le s .)
As p red ic ted , counselors demonstrated s ig n if ic a n tly  lower 
scores on the a t t i tu d e  sca les  of Ambition and S ecurity ; th e i r  scores
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on the Treatment sca le  were not d lsc rim ln an tly  d if fe re n t  from those 
of co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  a t  S ta ff  T rain ing  Centers. The c o n sis ten tly  
lower standard  dev iations fo r  counselors suggests th a t they are more 
co n s is te n t; they demonstrate le s s  v a r i a b i l i ty  as a group along these 
th ree  dimensions than th e ir  c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r  peers.
A l in e a r  re la tio n sh ip  was demonstrated between the independent 
v a r ia b le , years a s  a counselor, and scores on the Ambition scale ; 
those counselors w ith le s s  experience scored s ig n if ic a n tly  lower on 
th is  s c a le ; conversely, those counselors w ith  g rea te r  experience scored 
s ig n if ic a n tly  h igher and approached the  co rrec tio n a l o f f ic e r  norm. 
A d d itio n a lly , an inverse re la tio n sh ip  was es ta b lish ed  between scores 
on th is  sca le  and years of BOP experience, when groups, extreme in  
th e i r  experience in  BOP, were compared. These find ings may r e f le c t  
the  absence o f c le a r ly  defined ro le s  fo r  co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs  newly 
elevated  to  counselor s ta tu s .  With time and corresponding increments 
in  experience in  th is  assignment, ro le  id e n t i f ic a t io n  i s  accomplished; 
a  realignm ent and in te g ra tio n  of ro le  norms with BOP standards occur. 
Those counselors w ith  g re a te r  BOP experience are  possib ly  le ss  concerned 
w ith  advancement, more comfortable w ith  th e i r  personalized  ro le  d e f in i­
t io n s , p ro fe ss io n a lly  secure and thus freed  from " rig id "  adherence to 
Bureau s tandards. Those counselors w ith  l e a s t  experience a re  most 
concerned w ith  Ambition in  th a t they appear to  be se n s itiv e  to the 
process o f  lea rn in g  in  th e i r  new job assignm ents and a re  concerned 
w ith th e i r  personal and p ro fess io n a l development and advancement.
In  support of th is  conclusion , i t  i s  in te re s tin g  to  review 
co u n se lo r's  S ecu rity  scores: when cooqsared w ith c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r s '
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sco res , counselors demonstrated s ig n if ic a n tly  lower scores on th is  
a t t i tu d e  sc a le . No d iffe ren ces  were revealed  when th is  dimension was 
exami ned along th e  Independent v a ria b le s , years as counselor and years 
of BOP experience. Counselors apparently  a re  le s s  concerned w ith th e ir  
previous prim ary fu n c tio n , the re sp o n s ib ili ty  of m aintaining s e c u r ity , 
than are c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs .
With regard to  the elevated  Treatment scale  scores of counsel­
o rs , I t  I s  la ç o r ta n t to  note th a t these scores do not d i f f e r  s ig n if ic a n t­
ly  from scores of co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs  who had received tra in in g  a t ,  
and subsequently graduated from, the S ta ff  T raining Centers where 
c lasses  emphasize an In teg ra ted  conq>romlse between the th erap eu tic  
and cu s to d ia l ro le  of an "e ffec tiv e"  c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e r .
P o s t- te s t  an a ly s is  o f  the CPQ data  fo r  matched su b jec ts , which 
was co llec ted  six-m onths a f te r  the I n i t i a l  adm in istra tion  of the 
questionnaire  Instrum ents, In  general, re p lic a te d  these fin d in g s . How­
ever, gain scores were not always In the p red ic ted  d ire c tio n  nor were 
they a l l  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t.  Negative gain  scores were evidenced 
by counselors on a l l  th ree  dimensions of the  CPQ. Gain scores re f le c te d  
change In a t t i tu d e .  I t  must be concluded th a t  counselors, as a group, 
are  f lu id  In th e i r  a t t i tu d e s ,  as re f le c te d  In  the  b id ire c tio n a li ty  of 
th e i r  gain sco res . For example, marginal s ig n ifican ce  was revealed  In  
the  analysis  o f th e  re la tio n sh ip  between scores on th e  Ambition sca le  
and the Independent v a r ia b le , years as counselor; both neophyte (0-1 
years experience) and seasoned (3-9 years experience) counselors 
evidenced negative  gain scores while those counselors, w ith  g re a te r  
than one year bu t le s s  than th ree  years experience, demonstrated p o s l-
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t lv e  gain sco res. On the sca les  of Treatment and Security negative 
gain  scores were co n s is te n tly  demonstrated. (See Tables 63-68).
Analysis of the CPQ data  fo r  c la s s if ic a t io n  by in s t i tu t io n -  
type revealed no d iffe ren ces  on any of the th ree  a t t i tu d e  s c a le s . I t  
i s  concluded th a t in s t i tu t io n  clim ate does not a f fe c t  s ig n if ic a n tly  
counselors’ a t t i tu d e s  toward Ambition, Treatment, o r S ecurity , as 
measured by the CPQ. However, i t  i s  meaningful to  compare the mean 
Treatment sca le  score and standard dev iation  fo r counselors working 
a t  S p ringfie ld  Medical Center w ith the combined scores of counselors 
serving a t  a l l  o ther f a c i l i t i e s :  S pringfield  Medical Center mean «
79.95, standard dev ia tion  * 3.73; a l l  o ther in s t i t io n s ' mean -  74.35, 
standard dev iation  ■ 7.37 (see Table 19). Not only are Treatment scores 
h igher fo r counselors a t  th e  Medical Center but inspection  of the 
standard dev iation  in d ica ted  g re a te r  consistency in  a tti tu d e s  about 
Treatment w ith in  th is  group. Some support, however, was given to  the 
suspicion of in s t i tu t io n  clim ate d ifferen ces as evidenced by the  s ig ­
n ifican ce  obtained on the Ambition scale  in  the analysis of variance 
fo r  matched sub jec ts -  P re - te s t  (see Tables 69-70). The observed d if­
ferences however were elim inated when CPQ gain  scores were subjected 
to  analysis  by c la s s if ic a t io n  according to  in s ti tu tio n - ty p e  (see 
Tables 81-86).
I t  was p red ic ted  th a t  counselors assigned to  Drug Abuse Treat­
ment and NASA Treatment Programs in  th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  in s t i tu t io n s  would 
score higher on the dimension of Treatment and lower on the  dimension 
of Security  than th e i r  counselor peers assigned to  work w ith  general 
in s t i tu t io n  re s id e n ts , not p a r t  o f a  formal in s t i tu t io n  treatm ent
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program. These hypotheses were not supported. However, examinatio n  
of Table 25 revea ls  th a t although nonsign ifican t d ifferences in  Treat­
ment sca le  scores were es ta b lish ed , the group o f counselors assigned to 
formal treatm ent programs had a mean standard d ev ia tion  of 5.70 com­
pared to  8.14 of counselors in  non-formal treatm ent programs. Thus, 
i t  may be assumed th a t there  i s  le s s  v a r ia b i l i ty  and g rea te r group 
cohesion among counselors in  the spec ia lized  treatm ent programs group, 
a t le a s t  in  terms of th e ir  a t t i tu d e s  toward Treatment as measured by 
the CPQ. Analysis of the CPQ gain scores supports these  conclusions. 
Counselors assigned to  formal treatm ent programs demonstrated non­
s ig n if ic a n t gains in  th e ir  assessment of Ambition while those counselors 
associa ted  w ith non-formal treatm ent programs demonstrated negative 
gain sco res. Concerning the dimension of Treatment, both groups of 
counselors received negative gain scores; however, the aforementioned 
d ire c tio n  of d iffe ren ces  in  standard deviations remained in ta c t .
Negative gain  scores fo r  non-formal treatm ent program counselors on 
the sca le  of Security  were s ig n if ic a n t;  counselors assigned to formal 
treatm ent programs did not dev ia te  s ig n if ic a n tly  from th e ir  p re - te s t  
scores on th is  sc a le .
Age of counselors was a re levan t independent variab le  which 
accounted fo r  s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  scores on each of the three sca le s . 
Although counselors revealed lower scores than c o rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  
on the dimensions of A udition, Treatment, and S ecu rity , trends o f 
m arginal s ig n ifican ce  revealed a l in e a r  fu n c tio n a l increase on each 
of the th ree  sca les  w ith an increase  in  age of th e  counselors; coun­
se lo rs  in  the  age group 51-67 years received scores higher than cor-
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re c tlo n a l o ff ic e r  norms on the Treatment dimension (see Tables 49-54).
CPQ gain  scores on each of the th ree  sc a le s , as a function  of age, were 
c le a r ly  n o n sig n ifican t.
Counselors demonstrated no d iffe ren ces  In th e i r  scores on any 
of the th ree  scales as a function  of th e i r  le v e l of education. However, 
counselors w ith B. A. degrees and above demonstrated s ig n if ic a n tly  
g re a te r  negative gain  scores than did those counselors w ith le s s  formal 
education. Contrary to  no tions regarding the  s ig n ifican ce  of th is  
v a r ia b le , esp ec ia lly  In  terms of recognition  fo r promotion and advance­
ment w ith in  the career ladder of the BOP, th is  Independent v a riab le  In 
no way accounted fo r counselors a tt i tu d e s  as measured by the CPQ.
Precautions and Future Research
The aforementioned conclusions and foregoing d iscussions are 
based on a s e t  of prelim inary r e s u l ts  gleaned from a recen tly  documented 
Instrum ent designed s p e c if ic a lly  fo r the BOP to  measure a t t i tu d e s  and 
and a t t i tu d e  change of c o rrec tio n a l o f f ic e rs  a t  S ta ff  Training Centers. 
A ll su b jec ts  Included In the p resen t study met the  following c r i t e r i a :
A ll were counselors employed a t  Federal c o rre c tio n a l in s t i tu t io n s ;  
they a l l  had v o lu n ta rily  become counselors and were not requ ired  to  
serve as such. Several lim ita tio n s  regarding the  data must be noted.
F i r s t ,  although some d is t in c t  changes In  a t t i tu d e s  were observed 
In  the d a ta , p a r t ic u la r ly  in  gain  score analyses, supplemental Inves­
tig a tio n s  would be necessary  to  more adequately exp la in  s h i f t  In  b i­
d ire c t io n a li ty .  The six-month time In te rv a l fo r  p o s t- te s t  data  col­
le c tio n  may not have been s u ff ic ie n t  to measure d e f in it iv e  a t t i tu d e
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change. Supplemental co lle c tio n  of d a ta  a t  period ic  in te rv a ls  should 
be planned fo r  in  subsequent research  endeavors.
Second, BOP counselors may no t be rep resen ta tiv e  of counselors, 
o r paraprofessional treatm ent agen ts, in  o ther s e ttin g s . Congarison 
groups o f BOP counselors and o th er parap ro fessionals  in  o th er s e ttin g s  
w ith  s im ila r  and with d if fe re n t c l ie n t  populations would lend to g rea te r  
ge n e ra l iz a b il i ty  of the CPQ f in d in g s .
I f  the CPQ continues to  be u t i l iz e d  by the  BOP to  measure 
a t t i tu d e s  and a tt i tu d e  change over tim e o f various p ro fessional groups 
w ith in  the prison system, fu tu re  s tu d ie s  should be addressed to  the 
documentation of norms fo r these  o ther groups. A dd itionally , the  use 
of o th e r a t t i tu d in a l  measures should be explored. Counselors' responses 
to  o th e r , more commonly enq>loyed a t t i tu d e  measurement Instrum ents would 
allow  fo r g rea te r  g e n e ra liz a b ili ty  and more se n s itiv e  comparisons be­
tween groups. The observed d i f f e r e n t ia l  p a tte rn s  of a t t i tu d e s  and 
a t t i tu d e  change may be accounted fo r ,  in  p a r t ,  by the a t t i tu d e  measure 
used in  th is  study. This i s  an Im portant v ariab le  and any fu tu re  attem pts 
to  re p l ic a te  the p resen t study should modify the procedure by esq>loying 
o th e r instrum ents b e t te r  su ite d  to  measure a tt i tu d e s  and a t t i tu d e  change 
as a concomitant of counselo rs ' exposure to the treatm ent process. 
However, th e  counselors in  th is  study were found to  be extremely ap­
prehensive in  previous in v e s tig a tio n s , e sp ec ia lly  those which requ ired  
th e i r  responses to  "psychological" t e s t s  and questionnaires. For th is  
reason  the procedure fo r  th e  c o lle c tio n  of data was designed in  order 
th a t  counselors could respond anonymously. I t  was assumed th a t th i s  
methodology would lend g re a te r  r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a lid ity  to  th e ir
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responses. Also, m a te r ia ls  were d is tr ib u te d  from, and retu rned  to , 
the  C entral O ffice In Washington, D. C. In  order th a t  counselors a t  
El Reno Federal Reformatory would not be aware th a t a  co-worker (the 
author) was In v estig a tin g  th e i r  responses.
U nfortunately , th e  CPQ re s u lts  cannot be assumed to serve as 
p red ic to rs  o f  "e ffec tiv en ess"  or th e rap eu tic  competence of counselors. 
There Is  a need to e s ta b lis h  behavioral c o rre la te s  to  the a t t i tu d e s  
measured by the CPQ, e s p e c ia lly  w ith regard  to  the Treatment dimension. 
Counselors' le v e ls  of function ing  In  combination w ith th e ir  a t t i tu d e s  
need to  be more c a re fu lly  examined. Such a study might lead to  eventual 
Id e n tif ic a tio n  of those  a t t i tu d e s  and behaviors which are amenable to  
change with d if fe re n t types o f tra in in g  and practlcum  experiences. 
"Propensity fo r personal change In a t t i tu d e s "  Is  a meaningful fa c to r  
in  the se le c tio n  of counselor candidates. The ea rly  Id e n tif ic a tio n  of 
co rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs  and counselor tra in e e s , who are  open or r e s is t iv e  
to change would allow fo r g re a te r  and more sen s itiv e  se le c tio n  of 
treatm ent agen ts. In a d d itio n , sp ec ia lized  tra in in g  programs could 
be designed to  meet th e  Ind iv idual needs of the counselor tra in e e s .
CHAPTER VI 
SinWARY
F ederal Bureau of P rison  counselors «ere defined along several 
demographic dimensions. D iscrim inant d iffe ren ces  on the a ttitu d e  sc a le , 
on the C orrectional P ra c tic e s  Q uestionnaire, were demonstrated between 
c o rre c tio n a l o f f ic e rs  and counselors employed In  Federal Bureau of 
P rison  f a c i l i t i e s  In  terms o f th e ir  assessment of Ambition and of th e ir  
a t t i tu d e  toward S ecurity ; no d iffe ren ce  was found between these  two 
groups In th e i r  Treatment a t t i tu d e s  as measured by the C orrectional 
P rac tic e s  Q uestionnaire. Counselors' age, le v e l of education, number 
o f  years o f se rv ice  In  the Bureau of P risons, number of years as a 
counselor, and type of co rrec tio n a l f a c i l i t y  In  which counselors served, 
were used as d iscrim inan t Independent v a riab le s .
The In v es tig a tio n  po in ted  out the  n ecess ity  to  study fu rth e r , 
a t  p e rio d ic  In te rv a ls ,  the Impact of counselors ' experience on th e ir  
a t t i tu d e s  In  c o rrec tio n a l s e tt in g s .  The re s u l ts  suggest possible 
l im ita tio n s  of the C orrectional P rac tic e s  Q uestionnaire as an Instrument 
to  measure counselor a t t i tu d e s  and a t t i tu d e  change over tim e. Cautions 
and sugge s tio n s  fo r fu r th e r  study were presented .
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♦
CLASSIFICATION 
OF FEDERAL BUREAU OF PRISONS 
FACILITIES AND INSTITUTIONS
CLASSIFICATION 
OF FEDERAL BUREAD OF PRISONS 
FACILITIES AND INSTITUIONS
Type of F a c i l i ty
Long-Term Adult (P e n ite n tia r ie s )
A tlan ta
Leavenworth
Lewisburg
Marion
McNeil Island  
Terre Haute
Intermediate-Term Adult
Danbury 
La Tuna 
Sandstone 
**Termlnal Is lan d  
Texarkana 
**Ft. Worth
Short-Term Adult
Allenwood Camp 
E g lin  Camp
El Paso D etention Center 
Florence D etention Center 
Leavenworth Camp 
Lampoc Camp 
Marion Caoç 
McNeil Camp 
Montgomery Camp 
New York D etention Center 
Safford  Camp 
S p rin g fie ld  Camp 
T erre  Haute Camp
Young Adult
E l Reno 
Lompoc 
Milan 
Petersburg
*Alderson
SeagoviUe
T allahassee
Juvenile  and Youth
Ashland
Englewood
**Morgantown
Medical Center fo r Federal P risoners 
S p ringfie ld
*Female Offenders 
**Co-Educational In s titu tio n s
Community Treatment Centers 
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APPENDIX B
INSTKDCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF 
COUNSELOR'S ACTIVITIES AND CORRECTIONAL 
PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRES
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF COUNSELOR'S ACTIVITIES
AND CORRECTIONAL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRES
1. P lease c lip  t e s t  so edges a re  not ben t.
2. The questionnaires should no t be separated .
3. A ll questions on both questionnaires should be 
answered completely.
4 . Counselors may sign th e i r  questionnaires I f  they 
choose, but I t  I s  not necessary or requ ired .
5. The completed questionnaires should be re tu rned  
to the Chief C orrectional Supervisor fo r m ailing
no l a t e r  t h a n ___________ to  Mr. F. E.
Arnold, Adm inistrator o f C orrectional Service, 
Bureau of P riso n s, 101 Indiana Avenue, 
Washington, D. C. 20534.
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APPENDIX C
CORRECTIONAL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE 
FORM 5
U niversity of Oklahoma 
O ffice o f Education Special P ro jec ts
EVALUATION OF 
STAFF TRAINING PROGRAMS 
BUREAU OF PRISONS
C orrectional P rac tices  Q uestionnaire 
In stru c tio n s
What we b e liev e  about our a b i l i ty  to change the behavior of 
o thers  Is  Important In  corrections work. Below you w ill  find a  l i s t  
of statem ents about changing behavior. Some a re  concerned w ith  people 
In general emd o thers  a re  focused upon the Inmate population.
P r in t your name and the d a te  a t  the  top of the ra tin g  form.
Use the form number th a t  appears a t  th e  top of th is  page. Use "C.P.Q." 
as the name of th e  t e a t .
Read each statem ent c a re fu lly . Decide whether you agree w ith  
I t  or d isagree  w ith I t .
Each statem ent I s  numbered. There I s  a corresponding number 
on the ra t in g  form. Following the number are  f iv e  po sitio n s In  which 
you can In d ica te  the degree to  which you agree or d isagree w ith  the  
statem ent. P o sitio n  5 Ind icates strong  agreement ; p o sitio n  1 In d ic a te s  
strong disagreem ent. F i l l  In only one space, from 1 to  5 , fo r  each 
statem ent.
Below Is  an example o f how to  r a te  a statem ent.
EXAMPLE:
22. A worker who l is te n s  to h is  supervisors w ill  p ro f i t  from 
th e ir  d ire c tio n s .
22 . 1-
The ra tin g  of 5 on the example means th a t the person who ra ted  
I t  agreed very s trong ly  with the statem ent. I f  he had s trong ly  d isagreed  
w ith the s ta tem ent, he would have given I t  a ra tin g  of 1. I f  he had 
n e ith e r  agreed nor d isagreed with th e  statem ent, he would have ra ted  I t
3.
This I s  not a  t e s t ;  there are  no co rrec t or Incorrect answers. 
Your response I s  Im portant.
B E  S U R E  Y O U  R A T E  E V E R Y  S T A T E M E N T .
P L E A S E  U S E  A P E N C I L .
OESP-BP-040572
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U niversity  of Oklahoma 
O ffice o f Education S pecia l P ro je c ts
EVALUATION OF 
STAFF TRAINING PROGRAMS 
BUREAU OF PRISONS
C orrectional P rac tices  Q uestionnaire 
Form 5
1. People can change and frequently  the  change I s  fo r  the  b e t te r .
2. There I s  some good In  a l l  people.
3. A good worker should be promoted w ith in  two y ea rs .
4. The philosophy " tu rn  the o ther check" w il l  no t work In r e a l  l i f e .
5. Inmates a re  more l ik e ly  to  agree to  needed change when they help
In planning the change.
6. One of the most Important functions o f a  p riso n  I s  the  custody of 
the  Inmate.
7. An employee who wants to  advance must be w illin g  to  go to  another 
I n s t i tu t io n .
8. One of the most im portant d u ties  of the C o rrec tio n a l O fficer I s  the
se c u rity  o f the  I n s t i tu t io n  and h is  fe llo w  o f f ic e r s .
9. Homosexuality among Inmates I s  a p a r t o f l i f e  In p riso n .
10. An inmate w ill  u su a lly  try  to  "con" you.
11. An employee should take  advantage of every opportun ity  fo r tra in in g .
12. Those Inmates who cannot accept re g u la tio n  w ith in  th e  p rison  w il l  
probably not make I t  on the ou tside .
13. One good way to  begin change In an inmate I s  to  encourage him to  
accept him self as a  person.
14. I f  an Inmate knows you are tough, he w i l l  no t cause you any problems.
15. A worker who I s  o ften  la te  fo r  duty I s  no t going to  g e t along with
o th e r employees.
16. I f  an Inm ate 's p lans fo r  change are  approved by someone he lik e s
and re sp e c ts , he I s  more lik e ly  to  make a  la s t in g  change.
OESP-BP-050572
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17. When I  have s trong  negative fe e lin g s  toward an inmate which 
in te r f e re  w ith my a b i l i ty  to  work w ith him, I  avoid co n tac ts  
w ith him except when abso lu te ly  necessary.
18. C learly  defined l im its  are  im portant in  co rrec tio n s  work.
19. Knowing how a person fe e ls  i s  a f i r s t  step  to helping him.
20. In  order to  m aintain  se c u rity  o f any in s t i tu t io n ,  tough ru le s  and 
sw ift ju s t ic e  a re  necessary .
21. Most people want to  be h e lp fu l.
22. I f  an in s t i tu t io n  i s  secure, more e f fo r ts  can be made toward 
co rrec tio n s .
23. A person w il l  a c t d if fe re n tly  in  a group than he does alone.
24. Inmates w il l  give a p o s it iv e  response to  f a i r  treatm ent.
25. Inmate aggression i s  more o ften  d irec ted  toward inmates ra th e r  
than toward the s t a f f .
26. I  evaluate an in m ate 's  performance on the b as is  o f  how w ell he 
conforms w ith  a mlnlmiim of prodding on my p a r t .
27. Most people care  more about being lik ed  or being im portant than 
they care  about new c lo th e s , a big car o r a co lo r TV.
28. Black inmates a re  more d i f f i c u l t  to  work with than w hite o r Indian 
Inmates.
29. Many offenders have lo s t  th e i r  id e n ti ty  and th e i r  s e lf  re sp ec t.
30. A w ell-run  o rgan iza tion  must have ru le s  and p e n a ltie s  fo r  breaking
ru le s .
31. Boredom i s  one cause o f d iscon ten t among inm ates.
32. When evaluating  the  performance of an inmate, you should remain
impersonal and r a t e  th e  inmate according to a standard " c h e c k lis t ."
33. A C orrectional O ffic e r  must be a le r t  and on h is  guard.
34. Job advancement i s  more im portant than having a  l o t  of le is u r e  time.
APPENDIX D
HAND SCORING KEY FOR CORRECTIONAL PRACTICES 
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM 5
Scoring Key
CORRECTIONAL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE, FORM 5 
Ambition Scale
1. 2. + 3. 4.
5. 6. + 7. 8.
9. 10. +11. 12.
13. 14. +15. 16.
17. 18. 19. 20.
21. 22. 23. 24.
25. 26. 27. 28.
29. 30. 31. 32.
33. +34. 35. 36.
+ In d lca tes  Items scored In  th i s  scale  
Steps fo r  Scoring
1. Use a RED PEN or PENCIL.
2. I f  any answers are  blank f i l l  In  3 on 
the  answer sheet and score I t  as you 
would score a l l  o ther answers. I f  
two answers are  marked use the one 
c lo se s t to  3.
3. Be sure key Is  lin ed  up w ith  answer 
sheet as Ind icated .
4. Add a l l  Items. This I s  the raw 
sco re . Enter the raw score below.
5. Find the  raw score In  the  l e f t  column. 
E nter the standard score below.
Conversion Table 
Convert Raw Score to  BOP 
Standard Score (Pre-Test 70)
Conversion Table 
Convert Raw Score to  BOP 
Standard Score (Post-Test 75)
5-29 16-59 5-34 16-64
6-32 17-62 6-36 17-67
7-34 18-65 7-39 18-69
8-37 19-67 8-42 19-72
9-40 20-70 9-45 20-75
10-43 21-73 10-47 21-78
11-45 22-76 11-50 22-80
12-48 23-78 12-53 23-83
13-51 24-81 13-56 24-86
14-54 25-84 14-58 25-89
15-56 15-61
RAW SCORE 
STANDARD SCORE
-90-
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Scorlng Key
COBRECTIONAL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE, 
Treatment Scale
FORM 5
+ 1. + 2 . 3. * 4.
+ 5. 6. 7. 8.
9. 10. 11. 12.
+13. 14. 15. +16.
*17. 18. +19. 20.
+ 21. 22. 23. +24.
25. *26. +27 *28.
+29. 30. +31. +32.
33. 34.
+ Ind lcates items scored GREEN in  th i s  scale 
* Ind icates items scored RED in  th is  scale.
35. 36.
Steps fo r  Scoring Conversion Table
Convert Raw Scores to  BOP '
1. Use a RED PEN or PENCIL.
2. I f  any answers a re  blank f i l l  in  3 on
Standard Score (Pre-Test 70)
the answer sheet and score i t  as you —8— 9 13-38 35-68
would score a l l  o th e r answers. I f -7-11 14-39 36-69
two answers a re  marked use the  one —6—12 15-41 37-71
c lo se s t to  3. -5-13 16-42 38-72
3. Be sure key i s  lin e d  up w ith answer -4-15 17-43 39-73
sheet. —3—16 18-45 40-75
4. Add a l l  the item s marked w ith Green. —2—18 19-46 41-76
Put th is  t o t a l  on the answer sheet -1-19 20-47 42-77
as ind ica ted  belovr 0-20 21-49 43-79
5. Add a l l  the  item s marked w ith Red. 1-22 22-50 44—80
Enter th is  t o t a l  below. 2-23 23-52 45-81
6. Subtract t o t a l  Red fxaa. to t a l  Green. 3-24 24-53 46-83
This i s  the  raw score . 4—26 25-54 47-84
7. Find the raw score in  the l e f t  hand 5-27 26-56 48-86
column. 6-28 27-57 49-87
7-30 28-58 50-88
8-31 29-60 51-90
9-32 30-61 52-91
10-34 31-62 53-92
11-35 32-64 54-94
12-37 33-65
34-67
55-95
56-96
-92-
CoQverslon Table 
Convert Raw Scores to  BOP 
Standard Score (Poat-Test 75)
—8—14 13-43 35-73
-7-16 14-44 36-74
-6-17 15-46 37-76
-5-18 16-47 38-77
-4-20 17-48 39-78
-3-21 18-50 40-80
-2-22 19-51 41-81
-1-24 20-52 42-82
0-25 21-54 43-84
1-27 22-55 44-85
2-28 23-56 45-86
3-29 24-58 46-88
4-31 25-59 47-89
5-32 26-61 48-91
6-33 27-62 49-92
7-35 28-63 50-93
8-37 29-65 51-95
9-38 30-66 52-96
10-39 31-67 53-97
11-40 32-60 54-99
12-42 33-70 55-99
34-71 56-99
TOTAL GREEN 
TOTAL RED 
RAW SCORE
(su b trac t red  from green) 
STANDARD SCORE
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Scoring Key 
CORRECTIONAL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE, PORN 5 
S ecurity  Scale
1. 2. 3. 4.
5. + 6. 7. + 8.
+ 9. +10. 11. +12.
13. +14. 15. 16.
17. +18. 19. +20.
21. +22. +23. 24.
+25. 26. 27. 28.
29. +30. 31. 32.
+33. 34. 35. 36.
+ Ind lcates Items scored In  th is  s c a le .
Steps fo r Scoring
1. Use a RED PEN or PENCIL.
2. I f  any answers a re  blank f i l l  In  3 on 
the  answer sheet and score I t  a s  you 
would score a l l  o ther answers. I f  
two answers are  marked use the one 
c lo se s t to  3.
3. Be sure key I s  lin ed  up w ith answer 
sh ee t.
4. Add a l l  Items. This I s  the raw sco re . 
Enter the raw score below.
5. Find the raw score In the l e f t  column. 
Enter the  standard score below.
Conversion Table 
Convert Raw Scores to  BOP 
Standard Scores (Pre-Test 70)
13-25 30-46 48-67
14-27 31-47 49-69
15-28 32-48 50-70
16-29 33-49 51-71
17-30 34-51 52-72
18-31 35-52 53-73
19-33 36-53 54-75
20-34 37-54 55-76
21-35 38-55 56-77
22-36 39-57 57-78
23-37 40-58 58-79
24-39 41-59 59-81
25-40 42-60 60-82
26-41 43-61 61-83
27-42 44-63 62-84
28-43 45-64 63-85
29-45 46-65 64-87
47-66 65-88
RAW SCORE
STANDARD SCORE
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Comrerslon Table 
Convert Saw Scores to  BOP
Standard Scores (Post-Test 71
13-30 30-51 48-72
14-31 31-52 49-74
15-33 32-53 50-75
16-34 33-54 51-76
17-35 34-56 52-77
18-36 35-57 53-78
19-37 36-58 54-80
20-39 37-59 55-81
21-40 38-60 56-82
22-41 39-62 57-83
23-42 40-63 58-84
24-43 41-64 59-86
25-45 42-65 60-87
26-46 43-66 61—88
27-47 44-68 62-89
28-48 45-69 63-90
29-50 46-70 64-92
47-71 65-93
RAW SCORE
STANDARD SCORE
APPENDIX E
COUNSELOR’S ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE
COUNSELOR'S ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE
1. How many months have you been working as a counselor?  months
YES NO
2. Did you a ttend  a formal 40-hour counselor tra in in g
course? ___  ___
3. Do you fe e l  th e  tra in in g  you are  g e ttin g  Is  he lp fu l
fo r  your job? ___  ___
4. Do you f e e l  you a re  rece iv ing  adequate formal
tra in in g ?  ___  ___
5. Do you fe e l  th a t  you are  g e ttin g  enough on-the-
job tra in in g ?  ___  ___
6. Do you fe e l  th a t  you a re  g e ttin g  enough
S u p B r v lS x O ï i?  ____  _____
7. Who supervises you?
CCS____________
Counselor Coordinator__________
C hief, C & P__________
Other
8. Who gives you help when you have d i f f ic u l ty  w ith 
a hard case?
Fellow Counselor__________
C.S.__________
CCS__________
Counselor Coordinator__________
Other
9. Do you f e e l  Inmates can see you as a helper? yes no_
10. I f  n o t, why not?
11. What I s  the b ig g est o bstac le  to  doing your job?
12. What I s  the b iggest p o s itiv e  fac to r In doing your job?
13. Do you work In  a drug or NARA program? yes no____
-96-
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14. Age________
15. Years In  BOP_________
16. Years o f education: High School__________ College____________
Specialized Counselor Training ou tside the BOP____________________
17. What ac tu a l d u tie s  do you perform a t  your in s t i tu t io n  as a 
counselor?
Attend team meetings________
F i l l  out re p o r ts  to  teams for caseworlcers_
Attend adjustm ent committee o r other d isc ip lin a ry  groups
Attend C & P s ta f f  meetings_______
Attend l ie u te n a n ts ' meetings_______
W rite d is c ip lin a ry  re p o rts : o f te n seldom never___
What o ther d u tie s  do you perform routinely?
18. What a re  your c u s to d ia l re sp o n s ib ilitie s?
Do you fe e l you should have more, o r le s s ,  r e sp o n s ib il i ty  fo r  custody? 
More re sp o n s ib il i ty  le s s  re sp o n s ib ili ty  th e  same
19. What per cent o f your time i s  spent a c tu a lly  ta lk in g  with inmates?
_______hours p er week or a b o u t______________ %
What per cent o f your time i s  spent on paper work?
_______hours p er week or a b o u t______________ %
20. Do you fe e l th a t more of your time i s  spent doing ro u tin e  work than 
doing ac tu a l counseling? Please explain .
21. Do you do group counseling? yes no____
How long have you been involved in  group counseling?
Do you fe e l com fortable doing group work? yes no_
Are you involved in  la rg e  group counseling ( th e rap eu tic  community)? 
yes no____
22. What per cent o f your caseload want help or can b e n e f it  from 
counseling?_______
23. Do you have a re g u la r  caseload? yes no How many?_________
24. What questions d id  we leave out th a t  should be asked of counselors 
in  the fu ture? (P lease fe e l  free  to  w rite  as much as you l ik e  on 
the back).
APPENDIX F
COUNSELOR ACTIVITIES CHECKLIST
COUNSELOR ACTIVITIES CHECKLIST
1. How many months have you been, working as a counselor?  months.
2. Do you understand thoroughly what i s  expected of you as a counselor?
3. Did you a ttend  the  second 40-hour counselor t r ain ing course, " In te r ­
m ediate Counseling Techniques"? yes no_____
4. How do you ra te  th i s  tra in in g ?  Excellent Good_____
F air______ Poor______Did no t a ttend____
5. Do you fe e l  you a re  receiv ing  adequate formal tra in in g ?
yes______ no____
6. Do you work in  a drug or NARA program? yes______ no____
7. Age_______
8. Years in  the Bureau o f P risons
9. Years of education: High School_______College_
10. Do you fe e l  there  i s  a need o f counselors o ffice?  yes no_
11. Would you as a counselor be happier w ith a l a te r a l  move to  GS-09 
C orrectional Supervisor: yes no_____
12. Do you want to  become a GS-11 Supervisor? yes no_____
13. Do you th ink  th a t counselors should be under Case Management, ra th e r  
than under two departments as they are  now? yes no_____
14. What cooperation do counselors get from department heads and d e ta i l  
supervisors? Excellen t Good F air Poor_____
15. Are more treatm ent programs necessary in  the co rrec tio n a l se ttin g ?
yes no_____
16. What percentage of your time i s  spent in  the v is i t in g  rocan ta lk in g  
w ith parents?_________
17. What changes would you lik e  to  see made in  the program?
18. How can we (C entral O ffice) help  you?
*For ad d itio n a l space, p lea se  use o ther s id e  fo r  answers to  Questions 16 
and 17, or fo r  any a d d itio n a l conntents.
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APPENDIX G
TABLES
TAlîLE 1
^  Tests fo r C ounselors' Standard Scores on th e  CPQ Scales fo r Ambition, 
Treatment and S ecu rity  Vs. P opulation  Mean Standard Score 
and Standard D eviation  (X -  75; S. D. ■ 10)
V ariab le Subjects* Mean S.D. S.E . o f  Mean Maximum Minimum Range Z P
Ambition 181 69.8347 7.6635 0.5696 89.2000 50.700 38.5000 -9.061 < .001
Treatment 181 74.8446 7.8257 0.5817 92.5000 44.6000 47.9000 -0.266 n .s .
S ecu rity 181 66.0330 7.4603 0.5545 87.9000 45.0000 42.9000 -16.157 < .001
*SubJects w ith  one year o r le s s  excluded from th is  a n a ly s is  due to  p ro b a b ility  they co n trib u ted  
to  popu la tion  sample.
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TABLE 2
^  Tests fo r Counselors' Standard Scores on th e  CPQ Scales 
fo r Ambition, Treatment and Security  Vs. Population 
Mean Standard Score and Standard D eviation 
(X -  75; S. D. -  10)
Variable Subjects* S.D. S.E. o f Mean Z P
Ambition 184 7.6615 .565 -9.191 < .001
Treatment 184 7.7854 .574 -0.242 n .s .
Security 184 7.4151 .547 -16.361 < .001
*A11 sub jec ts  Included In  th is  analysis
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TABLE 3
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviation
for Years as Counselor - Ambition
Years as Counselor Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 84 68.0367 8.2783
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 61 71.2836 7.0276
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 17 70.6176 7.5625
3-4 Years (37-48 Months) 9 72.7222 7.5221
4-5 Years (49-60 Months) 9 71.8000 4.1334
5-9 Years (61-108 Months) 4 70.0000 4.4907
TABLE 4
A nalysis o f  Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r Years as Counselor -  Ambition
Source o f V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 519.8137 5 103.9627 1.8114 < .20
Within Groups 10216.0820 178 57.3937
TOTAL 10735.8957 183
-104-
TABLE 5
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Years as Counselor - Treatment
Years as Counselor Subj ects Mean Standard Deviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 84 74.0731 8.4089
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 61 75.8161 6.6787
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 17 76.3058 8.6133
3-4 Years (37-48 Months) 9 70.7999 8.5999
4-5 Years (49-60 Months) 9 78.1111 5.1319
5-9 Years (61-108 Months 4 72.5750 6.2825
TABLE 6
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r Years as Counselor -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
TOTAL
407.6917
10653.0234
11060.7151
5
178
183
81.5383
59.8484
1.3624 > .20
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TABLE 7
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Years as Counselor - Security
Years as Counselor Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 84 65.9888 7.5647
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 61 65.9C16 6.8231
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 17 67.6175 9.2971
3-4 Years (37-48 Months) 9 63.2221 6.4612
4-5 Years (49-60 Months) 9 69.7221 4.9749
5-9 Years (61-108 Months) 4 61.1000 9.0763
TABLE 8
Analysis o f Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r  Years as Counselor -  Security
Source of V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 334.7744 5 66.9549 1.2280 > .20
Within Groups 9705.0195 178 54.5226
TOTAL 10039.7939 183
TABI.E 9
^ -T es ts  fo r C ounselors' Standard Scores on th e  CPQ Scales fo r Ambition, 
Treatment and S ecu rity  fo r Months as Counselor (1 s t v s . 4 th  Q u artlle )
V ariable Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. o f  Mean Maximum Minimum Range
Months as  
Counselor 
(1 s t Qt)
58 6.9310 2.9192 0.3833 9.0000 1.0000 8.0000
Ambition 58 67.6929 8.1785 1.0739 89.2000 50.7000 38.5000
Treatment 58 74.1601 7.4421 0.9772 88.5000 58.6000 29.9000
S ecu rity 58 65.5705 6.7347 0.8843 80.1000 50.9000 29.2000
V ariable Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. of Mean Maximum Minimum Range t* p
Months as 
Counselor 
(4 th  At)
55 34.8362 17,2914 2.3316 99.0000 20.0000 79.000 — —
Ambition 55 71.4743 6.8987 0.9302 89.2000 56.2000 33.0000 -2.6379 < .01
Treatment 55 75.9725 8.0666 1.0877 90.5000 54.6000 35.9000 -1.2284 n . s .
S ecu rity 55 66.5798 8.0884 1.0906 86.000 48.9000 37.1000 -0.7124 n .s .
* t rT e s t  fo r  a D ifference Between Two Independent Measures oT
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TABLE 10
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Months as Counselor (Quartlle Comparisons) -
Ambition
Treatment Group Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
0-9 Months 58 67.6931 8.1785
10-13 Months 43 69.3953 8.4463
14-22 tb n th s 42 71.4166 6.3826
23-99 Months 41 71.5829 6.6185
TABLE 11
Analysis of Variance fo r  Months as Counselor
(Q uartlle  ComqiarIsons) -  Ambition
Source of V aria tio n SS df MS F P
Between Groups 504.6226 3 168.2075 2.9593 < .05
W ithin Groups 10231.2891 180 56.8405
Total 10735.9117 183
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TABLE 12
Duncan’s  M ultip le Range Test For Nearly Equal ns* 
fo r  Months as Counselor (Q uartlle  Comparisons) -  
Ambition
Comparison Groups D ifference R P**
Group 1 vs. Group 4 
67.6931 -  71.5829 3.8898 R4-3.3829 < .05
Group 1 v s . Group 3 
67.6931 -  71.4166 3.7235 R3»3.2719 < .05
Group 1 vs. Group 2 
67.6931 -  69.3953 1.7022 R2=3.1082 n .s .
Group 2 v s . Group 4 
69.3953 -  71.5829 2.1876 R3-3.2719 n .s .
Group 2 v s . Group 3 
69.3953 -  71.4166 2.0213 32=3.1082 n .s .
Group 3 v s . Group 4 
71.4166 -  71.5829 0.1663 R2«3.1082 n .s .
*df -  180
**alpha ”  .05
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TABLE 13
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard D eviations 
fo r Months as Counselor (Q uartlle Compalrsons) -  
Treatment
Treatment Group Subj ec ts  Mean Standard Deviation
0-9 Months 58 74.1602 7.4421
10-13 Months 43 75.0836 8.9879
14-22 Months 42 75.0951 6.6637
23-99 41 75.3853 8.1334
TABLE 14
A nalysis of Variance fo r Months as Counselor
(Q uartlle  Comparisons) -  Treatment
Source of V aria tion SS df MS F P
Between Groups 44.1941 3 14.7314 0.2407 n .s .
Within Groups 11016.4922 180 61.2027
Total 11060.6863 183
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TABLE 15
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
For Months as Counselor (Quartile Comparisons) -
Security
Treatment Groups Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-9 Months 58 65.5706 6.7347
10-13 Months 43 66.7906 8.0355
14-22 Months 42 65.5047 7.2525
23-99 Months 41 66.5170 7.9494
TABLE 16
Analysis of Variance fo r Months as Counselor 
(Q uartile  Comparisons) -  Security
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
58.3491
9981.4883
10039.8374
3
180
183
19.4497
55.4527
0.3507 n .s .
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TABLE 17
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Institution Type - Ambition
I n s t i tu t io n  Type Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Juvenile and Youth 18 70.7389 6.1034
Young Adult 57 69.8298 7.4383
Short-Term Adult 5 67.2000 8.6963
Intermediate-Term Adult 41 71.6512 7.4983
Long-Term Adult 53 68.1547 8.2889
Medical C enter-Springfleld 10 70.5099 7.7558
TABLE 18
A nalysis of Variance fo r On-Way Design 
fo r I n s t i tu t io n  Type -  Ambition
Source o f  V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
338.7246
10397.1602
10735.8848
5
178
183
67.7449
58.4110
1.1598 > .20
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TABLE 19
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r  In s t i tu t io n  Type -  Treatment
In s t i tu t io n  Type Subj e c ts Mean Standard D eviation
Junvenlle and Youth 18 71.8055 7.0772
Young Adult 57 74.4613 8.1704
Short-Term Adult 5 74.9800 5.8585
Intermediate-Term Adult 41 76.0755 7.8570
Long-Term Adult 53 74.4225 7.8839
Medical C enter-Sprlngfleld 10 79.9500 3.7331
TABLE 20
A nalysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design 
fo r  I n s t i tu t io n  Type -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
506.8813
10553.8047
11060.6860
5
178
183
101.3763
59.2910
1.7098 < .20
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lABLE 21
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Institution Type - Security
In s t i tu t io n  Type Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Juvenile  and Youth 18 64.2999 6.4433
Young Adult 57 66.2017 7.6231
Short-Term Adult 5 62.9600 8.1849
Intermediate-Term Adult 41 67.9511 7.4447
Long-Term Adult 53 65.9263 7.4635
Medical C enter-S pringfield 10 62.7699 6.1243
TABLE 22
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r I n s t i tu t io n  Type -  S ecurity
Source of V aria tion SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
360.7686 5 72.1537
9679.0586 178 54.3767
10039.8272 183
1.3269 > .20
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TABUE 23
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard D eviations 
for Counselors A ssociation with Formal Treatment vs . 
Counselors Associated with Non-Fomal 
Treatment Programs -  Ambition
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
Formal Drug Treatment 
Programs
Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs
31 70.8613
153 69.5938
7.5281
7.6923
TABLE 24
Analy s is  of Variance fo r  One-Way Design fo r Counselors 
A ssociated With Formal Treatment v s . Counselors 
A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment Programs -
Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total
41.4067
10694.3320
10735.7387
1
182
183
41.4067
58.7601
0.7047 > .20
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lABLE 23
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r  Counselors A ssociated With Formal Treatment vs . 
Counselors A ssociated With Non-Formal 
Treatment Programs -  Treatment
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Formal Drug Treatment Programs 31 74.6386 5.7039
Non-Formal Treatment Programs 153 74.9068 8.1445
TABLE 26
Analysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design fo r Counselors 
A ssociated With Formal Treatment vs. Counselors 
A ssociated with Non-Formal Treatment Programs -
Treatment
Source of V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 1.8535 1 1.8538 0.0305 > .20
Within Groups 11058.5820 182 60.7614
Total 11060.4355 183
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TABLE 27
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard D eviations 
fo r Counselors Associated w ith Formal Treatment vs. 
Counselors Associated w ith Non-Formal 
Treatment Programs -  Security
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Formal Drug Treatment Programs 31 67.0999 6.5933
Non-Formal Treatment Programs 153 65.8383 7.5631
Analysis o f Variance fo r One-Way Design fo r Counselors 
A ssociated With Formal Treatment v s . Counselors 
A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment Programs -
Security
Source of V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groiq»s 41.0231 1 41.0231 0.7467 > .20
W ithin Groups 9998.6836 182 54.9378
Total 10039.7067 183
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TÂBLE 29
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Years of BOP Experience - Ambition
Years o f Experience (BOP) Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-9 Years 23 71.7695 6.2427
10-19 Years 112 69.8471 8.1005
20-29 Years 47 68.7468 7.0971
IaoLc ju
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r  Years o f BOP Experience -  
Ambition
Source o f V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 141.5886 2 70.7943 1.2117 > .20
Within Groups 10457.9766 179 58.4244
Total 10599.5652 181
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TÂBLE 31
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r Years o f BOP Experience -  Treatment
Years of Experience (BOP) Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
0-9 Years 23 72.8434 6.2489
10-19 Years 112 75.5117 8.1838
20-29 Years 47 74.1871 7.4789
TABLE 32
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design
fo r Years of BOP Experience -
Treatment
Source of V aria tion SS df MS F P
Between Groups 162.2671 2 81.1335 1.3365 > .20
Within Groups 10866.2461 179 60.7053
Total 11028.5132 181
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TABIE 33
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Years of BOP Experience - Security
Years o f Experience (BOP) Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-9 Years 23 67.2434 7.0788
10-19 Years 112 65.4796 7.6109
20-29 Years 47 66.8531 7.2313
TABLE 34
Analysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design 
fo r Years o f  BOP Experience -  
S ecurity
Source o f V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 99.4985 2 49.7493 0.8961 > .20
W ithin Groups 9937.7070 179 55.5199
Total 10037.2055 181
TABLE 35
^ -T e s ts  fo r C ounselors ' Standard Scores on th e  CPQ Scales 
fo r  Ambition, Treatment and S ecu rity  fo r Years of BOP 
Experience (1 s t va . 4 th  Q u artile )
V ariab le Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. o f Mean Maximum Minimum Range
Y rs. o f BOP 
Exp. (1 s t Qt)
47 8.4468 3.3219 0.4846 12.0000 1.0000 11.0000
Ambition 47 71.5509 6.9245 1.0100 89.2000 56.2000 33.0000
Treatment 47 73.6339 7.9080 1.1535 88.5000 54.6000 33.9000
S ecu rity 47 66.6445 7.7414 1.1292 80.1000 45.0000 35.1000
V ariab le Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. o f  Mean Maximum Minimum Range t*  p
Y rs. o f BOP 
Exp. (4 th  Q t)
47 24.1062 3.2454 0.4734 32.0000 20.0000 12.0000 — —
Ambition 47 68.7466 7.0971 1.0352 81.0000 56.2000 24.8000 -1.9181 < .10
Treatment 47 74.1871 7.4789 1.0909 86.5000 58.6000 27.9000 -0.3447 n .s .
S ecu rity 47 66.8530 7.2314 1.0548 86.0000 50.9000 35.1000 -0.1335 n .s .
* _t-Test fo r  a  D ifference Between Two Independent Means
Is)
0
1
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lABLE 36
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r Years of BOP Eiq>erlence (Q uartile  
CotqiarIsons) -  Ambition
Treatment Group Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
1-12 Years 47 71.5510 6.9245
13-15 Years 41 70.6414 8.9245
16-19 Years 47 68.3914 7.4786
20-32 Years 47 68.7468 7.0971
Analysis o f Variance fo r Years of BOP Experience 
(Q uartile  Cosçarlsons) -  Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 318.4966 3 106.1655 1.8381 < .20
Within Groups 10281.2070 178 57.7596
T otal 10599.7036 181
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lÂBLE 38
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard D éviations 
fo r Years of BOP Experience (Q uartile  
Comparisons) -  Treatment
Treatment Group Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
1-12 Years 
13-15 Years 
16-19 Years 
20-32 Years
47
41
47
47
73.6339
75.9389
75.7127
74.1871
7.9080
7.4856
8.2935
7.4789
A nalysis of Variance fo r Years of BOP Experience 
(Q u artile  Comparisons) -  Treatment
Source of V aria tion SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
173.7139
10854.9727
11028.6866
3
178
181
57.9046
60.9830
0.9495 n .s .
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lÀBLE 40
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard D eviations 
fo r  Years of BOP Experience (Q uartile  
Conq>arlsons) -  Security
Treatment Groups Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
1-12 Years 47 66.6446 7.7414
13-15 Years 41 65.7121 7.6239
16-19 Years 47 64.9765 7.2895
20-32 Years 47 66.8531 7.2313
TABLE 41
Analysis o f Variance fo r Years o f BOP Experience
(Q u artile  Conçarlsons) -  Security
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Gcotq>s 105.7573 3 35.2524 0.6318 n .s .
Within Groins 9931.4570 178 55.7947
Total 10037.2143 181
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TÂBLE 42
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Age - Ambition
Age Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
30-39 Years Old 28 70.8535 7.4521
40-49 Years Old 88 68.1601 7.0936
50-69 Years Old 66 71.5560 8.0873
TÂnLt 43
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design
fo r Age - Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 471.2439 2 235.6219 4.1641 < .025
Within Groups 10128.4883 179 56.5837 -
Total 10599.7322 181
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TABLE 44
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
fo r Age -  Treatment
Age Subjects tfean Standard D eviation
30-39 Years Old 28 74.5785 6.7934
40-49 Years Old 88 73.7766 8.5327
50-69 Years Old 66 76.3482 7.0130
TABLE 45
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design
fo r Age -  Treatment
Source of V aria tion SS df MS F P
Between Groups 251.5564 2 125.7782 2.0891 > .10
Wlthlng Groups 10777.1211 179 60.2074
Total 11028.6775 181
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TABLE 46
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
fo r Age -  Security
Age Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
30-39 Years Old 28 65.9928 6.4659
40-49 Years Old 88 65.0563 7.7698
50-69 Years Old 66 67.4194 7.2806
TABLE 47
A nalysis of Variaance fo r On-Way Design 
fo r Age Security
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 210.7460 2 105.3730 1.9195 < .20
W ithin Groups 9826.4844 179 54.8966
Total 10037.2304 181
TABIÆ 48
^ -T es ts  fo r Counselors’ Standard Scores on th e  CPQ Scales fo r  Ambition, 
Treatment and S ecu rity  fo r Age (1 s t v s . 4th Q u artile )
V ariab le Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. o f  Mean Maximum Minimum Range
Age (1 s t Qt) 53 39.1696 2.3677 0.3252 42.0000 31.0000 11.0000
Ambition 53 69.5036 6.8398 0.9395 89.2000 56.2000 33.0000
Treatment 53 73.3357 7.3046 1.0034 88.5000 56.6000 31.9000
S ecu rity 53 65.7790 6.1172 0.8403 80.1000 50.9000 29.2000
V ariab le Subjects Mean S.D. S.E. o f  Mean Maximum Minimum Range t* P
Age (4 th  Qt) 49 54.0406 3.1223 0.4460 67.0000 51.0000 16.0000 - -
Ambition 49 71.9937 7.8116 1.1159 89.2000 56.2000 33.0000 -1.6900 < .10
Treatment 49 77.3304 6.6778 0.9540 92.5000 62.6000 29.9000 -2.8570 < .01
S ecu rity 49 67.9447 7.1833 1.0262 87.9000 45.0000 42.9000 -1.6167 < .10
* - t-T e s t fo r  a  D ifference Between Two Independent Measures
to
-o
I
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TABLE 49
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Age (Quartile Comparisons) - Ambition
Treatment Group Subj e c ts  Mean Standard D eviation
31-41 Year 43 69.9069 6.5335
42-46 Years 45 68.1355 6.9980
47-50 Years 45 68.9977 8.7037
51-67 Years 49 71.9939 7.8116
TABEL 50
A nalysis of Variance fo r Age (Q uartile
Comparisons) -• Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 389.9556 3 129. 9852 2.2662 < .10
Within Groups 10209.7656 178 57. 3582
Total 10599.7212 181
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TABLE 51
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Age (Quartile Comparisons) - Treatment
Treatment Group Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
31-41 years 43 74.1162 6.8320
42-46 Years 45 73.9888 9.4875
47-50 Years 45 73.6421 7.6033
51-67 Years 49 77.3305 6.6778
TABLE 52
A nalysis o f Variance fo r Age (Q uartile
Comparisons) -- Treatment
Source of V aria tion SS df MS F P
Between Groups 423.6394 3 141.2131 2.3702 < .10
Within Groups 10605.0430 178 59.5789
Total 11028.6824 181
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TABLE 53
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Age (Quartile Comparisons) - Security
Treatment Group Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
31-41 Years 43 65.7999 6.4766
42-46 Years 45 66.2977 7.6953
47-50 Years 45 64.0088 8.0118
51-67 Years 49 67.9448 7.1832
TABLE 54
Analysis of Variance fo r Age (Q uartile
Comparisons) -- S ecurity
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 368.8611 3 122.9537 2.2636 < .10
Within Groups 9668.3672 178 54.3167
Total 10037.2283 181
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TABLE 55
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Levels of Education - Ambition
Levels of Education Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
High School or Less 
Some College 
B.Â. and Above
119 69.4148
55 70.9745
9 67.8444
7.9266
7.0256
8.1271
TABLE 56
Analysis o f Variance for One-Way Design 
for Levels o f Education -  Ambition
Source of V aria tion SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
127.9427
10607.7930
10735.7357
2
180
182
63.9713
58.9322
1.0855 > .20
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TABLE 57
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Levels of Education - Treatment
Levels of Education Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
High School o r Less 119 74.1512 7.7759
Some College 55 76.3762 8.0174
B.A. and Above 9 74.5888 5.6348
TABLE 58
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design 
for Levels of Education -  Treatment
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 186.8319 2 93.4160 1.5484 > .20
W ithin Groups 10859.8203 180 60.3323
Total 11046.6522 182
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TABLE 59
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Levels of Education - Security
Levels o f Education Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
High School or Less 119 65.4119 7.2187
Some College 55 67.2854 7.9918
B.A. and Above 9 67.1333 6.0889
TABLE 60
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design 
fo r Levels of Education -  Security
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 142.9409 2 71.4704 1.3002 > .20
W ithin Groups 9894.5000 180 54.9694
Total 10037.4409 182
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TABLE 61
Means and Standard Deviations fo r Independent V ariables: 
Years o f Experience in  BOP, Age, Months as Counselor; 
CPQ Assessment of Ambition and A ttitu d es  of 
Treatment and Security
V ariables Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Years of Experience 184 17.7717 15.0697
in  BOP
Age 182 46.5989 6.1616
Months as Counselor 182 16.0879 6.2537
Ambition 184 69.8073 7.6615
Treatment 184 74.8612 7.7854
Security 184 66.0505 7.4151
TABLE 62
Pearson Product-Moment C o effic ien t C o rre la tio n  M atrix Between Dependent V ariab les: 
Years of Experience in  BOP, Age, Months as Counselor; CPQ Assessment
Ambition and A ttitu d e s  
(Sample S izes
of Treatment and 
In Parentheses)
S ecu rity
Y rs. in  BOP Age Mos. as Counselor Ambition Treatment S ecu rity
Yrs. In BOP 1.00000 0.04486 0.03858 0.14212 0.01003 0.01630
(184) (182) (182) (184) (184) (184)
Age 0.04486 1.00000 0.39221* 0.10043 0.17365**** 0.11026
(182) (182) (182) (182) (182) (182)
Mos. as Counselor 0.03858 0.39221* 1.00000 -0.11850 0.06215 0.02891
(182) (182) (182) (182) (182) (182)
Ambition 0.14212 0.10043 -0.11850 1.00000 0.29743** 0.26662*:
(184) (182) (182) (184) (184) (184)
Treatment 0.01003 0.17365**** 0.06215 0.29743** 1.00000 0.23489*'
(184) (182) (182) (184) (184) (184)
S ecurity 0.01630 0.11026 0.02891 0.26662** 0.23489*** 1.00000
(184) (182) (182) (184) (184) (184)
* P < .001 
** P < .01
*** P < .02 
**** p < .10
I
-136-
TABLE 63
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
as Counselor (Matched Subjects) - Ambition
Years as Counselor Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Ifonths) 67 -1.0284 8.4990
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 37 3.1946 8.6613
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 14 1.3786 7.8294
3-9 Years (37-108 Months) 9 -1.8222 9.1007
TABLE 64
Analysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design fo r Years 
as Counselor Gain Scores (Matched Subjects) -
Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
483.4885
8927.5313
9411.0198
3
123
126
161.1628
72.5815
2.2204 < .10
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TABLE 65
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
as Counselor (Matched Subjects) - Treatment
Years as Counselor Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 67 -2.2806 9.0824
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 37 -1.4595 5.3512
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 14 -6.3857 8.9828
3-9 Years (37-108 Months) 9 -1.0667 9.0670
TABLE 66
A nalysis of Variaance fo r  One-Way Design for Years 
as Counselor Gain Scores (Matched Subjects) -  
Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
272.0803
8181.8594
8453.9397
3
123
126
90.6934
66.5192
1.3634 > .20
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IÂBI£ 67
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
as Counselor (Matched Subjects) - Security
Years as Counselor Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 67 -3.4373 6.9673
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 37 -2.4595 5.6551
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 14 -0.8071 9.9844
3-9 Years (37-108 Months) 9 -1.0556 7.9839
TABLE 68
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design fo r Years 
as Counselor Gain Scores (Matched Subjects) -
S ecurity
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 113.0563 3 37.6854 0.7524 > .20
Within Groups 6161.0156 123 50.0896
Total 6274.0719 126
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TABLE 69
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r Matched Subjects (Pre-Test) -  Ambition
In s t i tu t io n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 71.4000 3.74753
Morgantown 3 74.1333 5.73265
El Reno 6 67.7166 5.75896
Lompoc 6 62.6666 6.59899
Milan 4 67.0500 5.70058
Petersburg 8 63.9500 9.63179
Seagoville 7 66.5571 5.87646
Tallahassee 5 68.8000 13.69488
A tlanta 12 64.7333 6.87291
Leavenworth 6 65.8833 4.13590
Lewisburg 6 60.8333 7.72053
Marion 3 64.9667 7.25695
McNeil Island 6 58.5667 5.10594
Terre Eaute 10 61.1299 7.36539
Danbury 3 62.2333 7.29475
La Tuna 4 63.6000 7.26957
Sandstone 2 62.2500 3.88909
Terminal Island  (Male) 8 67.0250 3.82165
Texarkana 4 66.3500 3.56324
Eglin 3 63.1333 6.94718
Safford 2 63.6000 1.97990
Alderson 7 56.7285 5.03909
Medical C enter-S pringfield 6 60.8500 6.22149
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TABLE 70
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design for Matched 
Subjects (P re -te s t)  ~ Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 1811.7344 22 82.3516 1.8154 < .025
Withing Groups 4717.6172 104 45.3617
Total 6529.3516 126
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TABLE 71
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r Matched Subjects (Pre-Test) -  Treatment
In s t i tu t io n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 72.1666 6.97385
Morgantown 3 69.2000 4.38634
El Reno 6 74.2166 6.31392
Lompoc 6 76.2500 4.58857
Milan 4 73.1000 6.17387
Petersburg 8 70.0000 10.16435
Seagoville 7 75.8857 8.17271
Tallahassee 5 69.9200 7.84805
A tlanta 12 67.3999 10.47863
Leavenworth 6 74.8833 5.73112
Lewisbvnrg 6 74.6666 6.01686
Marion 3 70.1333 3.92598
McNeil Island 6 74.2333 10.31923
Terre Haute 10 72.6800 6.22732
Danbury 3 71.9333 7.51088
La Tuna 4 76.1500 4.89251
Sandstone 2 69.6500 7.70746
Terminal Islan d  (Male) 8 71.9000 7.80036
Texarkana 4 73.4250 7.00208
Eglin 3 71.5000 3.11769
Safford 2 68.3000 5.79827
Alderson 7 78.2285 4.74210
Medical C enter-Springfield 6 78.2833 5.20324
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TABLE 72
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design fo r  Matched 
Subjects (P re te s t)  -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 1229.3630 22 55.8801 1.0248 > .20
Within Groups 5671.0195 104 54.5290
Total 6900.3825 126
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TABLE 73
CPQ Standard Score Means and Standard Deviations 
fo r Matched Subjects (Pre-Test) -  S ecu rity
In s t i tu t io n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 65.6000 3.90077
Morgantown 3 63.4000 7.33212
El Reno 6 63.6000 7.14982
Lompoc 6 59.2000 7.52915
Milan 4 58.8000 5.58569
Petersburg 8 63.4500 4.75424
Seagoville 7 63.1714 5.95986
Tallahassee 5 63.4800 6.03589
A tlanta 12 64.7999 8.22678
Leavenworth 6 63.6000 6.38373
Lewisburg 6 59.4000 6.48444
Marion 3 72.2000 3.46410
McNeil Is lan d 6 63.4000 7.02452
Terre Haute 10 64.0800 9.05892
Danbury 3 63.0000 6.34980
La Tuna 4 60.9000 6.81469
Sandstone 2 62.4000 2.54559
Terminal Is lan d  (Male) 8 66.9000 6.00856
Texarkana 4 65.7000 8.44985
Eglin 3 62.6000 3.66606
Safford 2 59.4000 5.09118
Alderson 7 66.2571 3.58090
Medical C enter-Springfield 6 63.2000 8.15352
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TABLE 74
A nalysis o f Variance fo r One-Way Design fo r Matched 
Subjects (P re tes t)  -  Security
Source of V aria tio n  SS df MS F F
Between Groups 760.0747 22 34.5488 0.7716 > .20
W ithin Groups 4656.5664 104 44.7747
Total 5416.6411 126
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TABLE 75
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations fo r In s ti tu tio n s  
(Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
In s ti tu tio n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 -7.80000 6.83783
Morgantown 3 -5.49999 4.76340
El Reno 6 3.20000 6.62118
Lompoc 6 2.78333 7.58852
Milan 4 0.70000 5.65921
Petersburg 8 -1.38750 9.41433
Seagoville 7 -3.94285 10.64061
Tallahassee 5 -3.28000 14.98322
A tlanta 12 1.37500 8.06621
Leavenworth 6 -2.28333 5.88538
Lewisburg 6 -0.90000 6.41560
Marion 3 -4.56667 3.14696
McNeil Island 6 6.88333 8.27753
Terre Haute 10 -0.29000 7.83586
Danbury 3 11.89999 8.44511
La Tuna 4 -3.45000 6.49641
Sandstone 2 2.75000 3.88909
Terminal Island  (Male) 8 0.01250 9.75051
Texarkana 4 2.75000 2.24574
Eglin 3 -6.43333 11.14285
Safford 2 6.85000 5.86899
Alderson 7 7.85714 7.15701
Medical C enter-Springfield 6 3.65000 8.82603
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TABLE 76
A nalysis of Variance of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r  In s ti tu tio n s  -  Ambition
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between. Groups 2376.6211 22 108.0282 1.5971 < .10
Within Groups 7034.3828 104 67.6383
Total 9411.0039 126
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TABLE 77
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations fo r In s t i tu t io n s  
(Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
In s ti tu tio n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 -3.25000 10.23576
Morgantown 3 -6.26666 4.21584
El Reno 6 -9.96666 13.27292
Lompoc 6 -1.38333 6.85256
Milan 4 0.40000 8.01623
Petersburg 8 -2.42500 6.03081
Seagoville 7 -7.14285 7.61486
Tallahassee 5 4.01999 6.08662
A tlanta 12 2.34166 10.80718
Leavenworth 6 -6.64999 10.82751
Lewisburg 6 -4.76666 4.03815
Marion 3 -6.53333 5.00133
McNeil Island 6 -2.33333 8.05398
Terre Haute 10 -0.32000 4.81866
Danbury 3 -3.03333 5.22908
La Tuna 4 -2.62500 7.50749
Sandstone 2 -2.10000 6.36396
Terminal Island  (Male) 8 -0.85000 6.70500
Texarkana 4 4.62499 10.44329
Eglin 3 -4.56667 6.08714
Safford 2 6.25000 1.20208
Alderson 7 -5.54285 6.71537
Medical C enter-S pringfield 6 -3.73333 7.55636
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TABLE 78
Analysis o f Variance of CPQ Gain Scores 
for In s t i tu t io n s  -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 1761.8843 22 80.0856 1.2446 > .20
W ithin Groups 6692.0625 104 64.3467
Total 8453.9468 126
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TABLE 79
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations fo r In s t i tu t io n s  
(Matched Subjects) -  Security
In s t i tu t io n Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Ashland 6 -2.51666 7.91717
Morgantown 3 —6.46666 6.37050
El Reno 6 -6.66666 7.97864
Lompoc 6 2.26666 4.18839
Milan 4 -2.17500 10.11051
Petersburg 8 1.20000 6.02424
Seagoville 7 -1.98571 6.81014
Tallahassee 5 -1.60000 8.34026
A tlanta 12 -3.65000 8.20138
Leavenworth 6 -4.06666 8.57710
Lewisburg 6 -2.13333 7.62539
Marion 3 -2.90000 1.95192
McNeil Island 6 -0.63333 4.65474
Terre Haute 10 -4.75000 5.30183
Danbury 3 6.93333 10.73607
La Tuna 4 0,57500 7.29903
Sandstone 2 -2.85000 5.72756
Terminal Island  (Male) 8 -5.92500 7.13196
Texarkana 4 0.17500 7.13880
Eglin 3 -6.96666 5.68008
Saf ford 2 2.05000 3.18198
Alderson 7 -6.74285 5.91096
Medical C enter-Springfield 6 -4.31667 6.25697
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TABLE 80
Analysis of Variance of CPQ Gain Scores 
by I n s t i tu t io n  -  Security
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 1176.7588 22 53.4890 1.0913 > .20
Within Groups 5097.3086 104 49.0126
Total 6274.0674 126
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TABLE 81
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Institution-Type
(Matched Subjects) - Ambition
In s t i tu t io n  Type Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Juvenile and Youth 9 -7.0333 6.0181
Young Adult 43 0.8977 9.5040
Short-Term Adult 5 0.5400 10.7125
Intermediate-Term Adult 21 -0.7714 6.1443
Long-Term Adult 43 1.5930 8.5393
Medical C enter-Springfield  6 3.6500 8.8260
TABLE 82
Analysis of Variance for One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores
fo r I n s t i tu t io n  Type (Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
Source of V aria tion SS df MS F P
Between Groups 661.4180 5 132. 2836 1.8294 < .20
W ithin Groups 8749.6250 121 72. 3109
Total 9411.0430 126
-152-
TABLE 83
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Institution-Type
(Matched Subjects) - Treatment
In s t i tu t io n  Type Subj ec ts Mean Standard D eviation
Juvenile and Youth 9 -4.2556 8.4971
Young Adult 43 -3.5953 8.5663
Short-Term Adult 5 5.4800 15.5378
Intermediate-Term Adult 21 -3.7429 7.4516
Long-Term Adult 43 0.9139 6.7015
Medical C enter-Springfield 6 -3.7333 7.5564
TABLE 84
Analysis o f Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r In s t i tu t io n  Type (Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 546.3845 5 109.2769 1.6721 < .20
Within Groups 7907.5820 121 65.3519
Total 8453.9665 126
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TABLE 85
CPQ Gala Scores and Standard Deviations for Institution-Type
(Matched Subjects) -  S ecurity
In s t i tu t io n Subj ec ts Mean Standard D eviation
Juvenile and Youth 9 -3.8333 7.2954
Young Adult 43 -2.2000 7.2561
Short-Term Adult 5 1.9400 8.9771
Intermediate-Term Adult 21 -4.5048 6.8094
Long-Term Adult 43 -2.3767 6.8539
Medical C enter-S pringfield 6 -4.3167 6.2570
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r I n s t i tu t io n  Type (Matched Subjects) -  Security
Source of V aria tion SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
218.5269
6055.5508
6274.0777
5
121
126
43.7054
50.0459
0.8733 > .20
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TABLE 87
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations fo r Counselors 
A ssociated With Formal Treatment v s . Counselors 
A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment Programs 
(Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Formal Drug Treatment 
Programs
Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs
17 3.5588
110 -0.0755
8.1168
8.6535
TABLE 88
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Counselors A ssociated with Formal Treatment v s . 
Counselors A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs (Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
Source o f  V a r ia tio n SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
194.4795 1
9216.4453 125
9410.9248 126
194.4795
73.7316
2.6377 < .20
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TABLE 89
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard D eviations for Counselors 
A ssociated With Formal Treatment vs. Counselors 
Associated With Non-Formal Treatment Programs 
(Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Formal Drug Treatment 17 -3.6588 4.9092
Programs
Non-Formal Treatment 110 -2.2145 8.5871
Programs
TABLE 90
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r  Counselors A ssociated w ith Formal Treatment vs.
Counselors A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs (Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 30.7141 1 30.7141 0.4558 > .20
W ithin Groups 8423.1367 125 67.3851
Total 8453.8508 126
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lABLE 91
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard D eviations fo r Counselors 
Associated With Formal Treatment v s . Counselors 
A ssociated With Non-Formal Treatment Programs 
(Matched Subjects) -  S ecurity
Treatment Programs Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
Formal Drug Treatment 
Programs
Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs
17 0.4471
110 -3.1791
6.5764
7.0310
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r  Counselors Associated w ith Formal Treatment vs. 
Counselors Associated with Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs (Matched Subjects) -  Security
Source o f V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groiçs
Total
193.6086
6080.4219
6274.0305
1
125
126
193.6086
48.6434
3.9802 < .05
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TÂBLE 93
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
of BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Ambition
Years o f Experience Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
0-9 Years 10 2.2100 9.5222
10-19 Years 84 0.7524 8.3483
20-29 Years 33 -1.0030 9.1894
TABLE 94
Analysis of V ariance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Years o f BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Ambition
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 108.1357 2 54.0679 0.7207 > .20
W ithin Groups 9302.8750 124 75.0232
Total 9411.0107 126
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TABLE 95
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
of BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Treatment
Years of Experience S u b je c ts  Mean Standard D eviation
0-9 Years 
10-19 Years 
20-29
10 -1.9400
84 -2.5190
33 -2.2667
6.1067
8.8818
6.9973
TABLE 96
A nalysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Years o f BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total
3.8853
8450.0313
8453.9166
2 1.9426 
124 68.1454 
126
0.0285 > .20
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TABLE 97
CPQ Gain. Scores and Standard Deviations for Years
of BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Security
Years of Experience Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
0-9 Years 10 -4.6800 7.5488
10-19 Years 84 -3.0476 6.8235
20-29 Years 33 -1.1909 7.4419
TABLE 98
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design o f CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r  Years of BOP Experience (Matched Subjects) -
Security
Source of V ariation  SS d f MS F P
Between Groups 124.4993 2 62.2496 1.2552 > .20
Within Groups 6149.5742 124 49.5933
Total 6274.0735 126
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TABLE 99
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Age
(Matched Subjects) - Ambition
Age Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
30-39 Years 19 3.3316 9.3340
40-49 Years 58 0.2845 8.5669
50-59 Years 50 -0.5520 8.3911
TABLE 100
Analysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Age (Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 209.3613 2 104.6807 1.4107 > .20
Within Groups 9201.6797 124 74.2071
Total 9411.0410 126
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TABLE 101
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Age
(Matched Subjects) - Treatment
Age Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
30-39 Years 19 -3.5316 8.5951
40-49 Years 58 -2.1724 8.4872
50-59 50 -2.2540 7.8115
TABLE 102
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Age (Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
Source of V ariation SS df MS F P
Between Groups 28.3910 2 14.1955 0.2089 > .20
Within Groups 8425.5781 124 67.9482
Total 8453.9691 126
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TABLE 103
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Age
(Matched Subjects) - Security
Age Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
30-39 Years 19 -2.5053 7.9975
40-49 Years 58 -2.9879 7.0875
50-59 Years 50 -2.4240 6.7766
TABLE 104
Analysis of Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Age (Matched Subjects) -  Security
Source of V aria tion  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 9.3328 2 4.6664 0.0924 > .20
W ithin Groups 6264.7461 124 50.5221
Total 6274.0789 126
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TABLE 105
CPQ Gain. Scores and Standard Deviations for Levels
of Education (Matched Subjects) - Ambition
Levels of Education Subjects Mean Standard D eviation
High School o r Less 87 0.6299 8.4074
Some College 34 -0.1559 8.3960
B.A. and Above 6 0.4500 14.0773
TABLE 106
Analysis o f  Variance fo r One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Education (Matched Subjects) -  Ambition
Source of V aria tio n  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 15.1035 2 7.5517 0.0997 > .20
W ithin Groups 9395.8945 124 75.7733
Total 9410.9980 126
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TABLE 107
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Levels
of Education (Matched Subjects) - Treatment
L e v e ls  o f  E ducation  S u b je c ts  Mean Standard D e v ia tio n
High School or Less 87 -2.8563 8.2147
Some College 34 -0.0529 7.6467
B.A. and Above 6 -9.2500 6.8419
TABLE 108
Analysis of Variance for One-Way Design of CPQ Gain Scores 
fo r Education (Matched Subjects) -  Treatment
Source of V ariation  SS df MS F P
Between Groups 486.9363 2 243.4681 3.7894 < .025
Within Groups 7966.9766 124 64.2498
Total 8453.9129 126
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TABLE 109
CPQ Gain Scores and Standard Deviations for Levels
of Education (Matched Subjects) - Security
Levels of Education Subjects Mean Standard Deviation
High School o r Less 
Some College 
B.A. and Above
87 -3.2908
34 -0.7441
6 -5.0833
6.4257
8.5177
5.1871
TABLE 110
Analysis of Variance fo r  One-Way Design of CFO Gain Scores 
fo r Education (Matched Subjects) -  Security
Source o f V ariation SS df MS
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
194.5070
6079.5664
6274.0734
2
124
126
97.2535
49.0287
1.9836 < .20
APPENDIX H
RAW DATA
TABLE 111
Pre* and P ost-T est Mean Standard Scores from the  CPQ on the Scales Ambition, 
Treatment and S ecu rity  According to  I n s t i tu t io n  Type (Matched S ubjects)
I n s t i tu t io n  Type Subjects P re-T est
Ambition Treatment S ecu rity
P ost-T est
Ambition Treatment Security
Ju v en ile  and Youth
Morgantown 3 74.1333 69.2000 63.4000 73.6333 67.9333 61.9333
Ashland 6 71.4000 72.1666 65.6000 68.6000 73.9166 68.0833
Young Adult
E l Reno 6 67.7166 74.2166 63.6000 75.9166 69.2500 61.9333
P etersburg 8 63.9500 70.0000 63.4500 67.5625 72.5750 69.6500
Milan 4 67.0500 73.1000 58.8000 69.9750 76.0750 64.0250
S eagov ille 7 66.5571 75.8857 63.1714 68.0000 73.1571 64.8143
T allahassee 5 68.8000 69.9200 63.4800 70.5200 78.9400 66.8800
Lompoc 6 62.6666 76.2500 59.2000 70.4500 79.8667 66.4666
Alderson 7 56.7285 78.2285 66.2571 69.5857 77.6857 64.5143
Short-Term Adult
Safford 2 63.6000 68.3000 59.4000 75.4500 79.5500 66.4500
E glin 3 63.1333 71.5000 62.6000 61.7000 71.9333 60.6333
Interm ediate-Term  Adult
Sandstone 2 62.2500 69.6500 62.4000 70.0000 72.5500 64.5500
La Tuna 4 63.6000 76.1500 60.9000 65.1500 78.5250 66.4750
Danbury 3 62.2333 71.9333 63.0000 79.1333 73.9000 74.9333
Terminal Islan d 8 67.0250 71.9000 66.9000 72.0375 76.0500 65.9750
Texarkana 4 66.3500 73.4250 65.7000 74.1000 83.0500 70.8750
o\
I
I n s t i tu t io n  Type Subjects Pre-T est
Ambition Treatment S ecu rity
Post-T est
Ambition Treatment S ecu rity
Long-Term Adults 
Leavenworth 6 65.8833 74.8833 63.6000 68.6000 73.2333 64.5333
T erre Haute 10 61.1299 72.6800 74.0800 65.8400 77.3600 64.3300
A tlan ta 12 64.7333 67.3999 64.7999 71.1083 74.7416 66.1499
Marion 3 64.9667 70.1333 72.2000 63.6333 66.6000 73.0000
McNeil Is lan d 6 58.5667 74.2333 63.4000 70.4500 76.9000 67.7666
Lewisburg 6 60.8333 74.6666 59.4000 64.9333 74.9000 62.2666
Medical Center 
S p rin g fie ld 6 60.8500 78.2833 63.2000 69.5000 79.5500 63.8833
* P re - te s t Standard Scores a d ju sted  to  conform w ith docum entation.
I n s t i tu t io n  Type
TABI.E 112
Demographic Data o f Counselors According to  
I n s t i tu t io n  Type (Matched Subjects)
Mean Mean
S ubjects  Months as Counselor Age
Mean
Years In BOP
Mean
Years o f Education
Junven lle  and Youth 
Morgantown 
Ashland
Young Adult 
El Reno 
P etersburg  
Milan 
S eagov ille  
T a llahassee  
Lompoc 
Alderson
Short-Term Adult 
Safford 
Eglln
Interm ediate-Term  Adult 
Sandstone 
La Tuna 
Danbury
Terminal Is lan d  
Texarkana
3
6
6
8
4 
7
5
6 
7
2
3
2
4
3 
8
4
12.0000
11.3333
17.3333
12.3750
10.0000
20.4286
35.4000
22.5000
32.5714
13.5000
7.3333
9.0000
25.0000
24.3333
15.7500
15.5000
41.6667
43.5000
43.6666 
46.6250 
51.0000 
49.2857 
47.6000
45.6666 
42.4856
47.0000
44.6667
44.5000
43.0000
46.6667
53.6250
50.7500
4.6667
16.3333
14.0000 
17.2500 
16.5000 
17.1428 
19.8000 
16.8333
12.0000
14.0000
18.6667
17.0000 
13.7500 
13.3333
15.0000 
16.2500
13.0000
12.8333
13.1667
12.0000
12.0000
12.7143
12.6000
13.5000
12.5000
12.0000
12.0000
12.5000
13.2500
12.3333
12.2550
12.7500 o\
VO
I
I n s t i t u t i o n  Type S u b je c ts
Mean
Months a s  C ounselor
Mean
Age
Mean
Y ears in  BOP
Mean
Y ears o f  E d ucation
Long-Term Adult 
Leavenw orth 6 18.3333 47.8333 19.6667 13.3333
Terre Haute 10 11.1000 46.1000 19.5000 12.4000
A tla n ta 12 32.0833 48.0000 16.4166 12.7500
Marion 3 6.3333 44.0000 11.3333 12.0000
McNeil Island 6 9.5000 49.1667 17.6666 13.6667
L ew isburg 6 9 .0 0 0 0 4 6 .1 6 6 6 1 8 .6 6 6 7 12 .1 6 6 7
Medical Center 
S p r in g f ie ld 6 13.3333 50.0000 21.0000 12.0000
' J
0
1
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TABLE 113
Education Level of Counselors -  Mean Standard Scores 
from the CPQ on the Scales of Ambition, 
Treatment and Security
CPQ
Level of Education Subjects Ambition Treatment Security
High School or Less 119 69.4147 74.1517 65.4122
Some College 55 70.9743 76.3762 67.2852
B.A. Degree and Above 9 67.8444 74.5889 67.1333
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TABLE 114
Years (Months) of Experience as  Counselor -  Mean Scores 
from the CPQ on the  Scales o f Ambition, 
Treatment and Security
Years as Counselor
CPQ
Subiec ts  Ambition Treatment S ecurity
0-1 Years (0-12 Months) 84 68.0365 74.0735 65.9890
1-2 Years (13-24 Months) 61 71.2834 75.8162 65.9014
2-3 Years (25-36 Months) 17 70.6176 76.3058 67.6176
3-4 Years (37-48 îfonths) 9 72,7222 70.8000 63.2222
4-5 Years (49-60 Months) 9 71.8000 78.1111 69.7222
5-6 Years (61-72 Months) 2 67.2500 74.5500 56.7000
6-7 Years (73-84 Months) - - - -
7-8 Years (85-96 Months) - - - -
8-9 Years (97-108 Months) 2 72.7500 70.6000 65.5000
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TABLE 115
Years o f BOP Experience -  Mean Scores from th e  CPQ on the 
Scales of Ambition, Treatment and Security
Years of BOP Experience Subjects
CPQ
An&ition Treatment Security
0-9 Years 23 71.7695 72.8434 67.2434
10-19 Years 112 69.8469 75.5121 65.4800
20-29 Years 43 68.5045 73.6417 66.2068
30-39 Years 4 71.3500 80.0500 73.8000
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TABLE 116
Age o f  Counselors -  Mean Scores from the CPQ on the  
Scales o f Ambition, Treatment and Security
Age Sub.1 e c ts
CPQ
Ant I tIo n Treatment S ecurity
30-39 Years Old 28 70.8535 74.5785 65.9927
40-49 Years Old 88 68.1599 73.7769 65.0565
50-59 Years Old 63 71.4125 75.9918 67.1236
60-69 Years Old 3 74.5667 83.8333 73.6333
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TABLE 117
Counselors In. NARA and Drug Abuse Programs v s . Counselors 
Not Working With Formal Treatment Programs -  
Mean Scores from the CPQ on the  Scales o f 
Ambition, Treatment and Security
Formal vs . Non-Fonnal 
Treatment Programs Sub j  ects
CPQ
Ambition Treatment Security
NASA and Drug Abuse 
Programs 31 70.8612 74.6386 67.0999
Non-Formal Treatment 
Programs 153 69.5936 74.9072 65.8386
Type
I n s t i tu t io n
TABLE 118
Mean S c o res  from th e  CPQ on th e  S c a le s  o f  A m b ition , Treatm ent 
and S ecu rity  According to  I n s t i tu t io n  Type
CPQ Months as
Subjects Ambition Treatment S ecu rity  Counselor Age
Years In
BOP Education
Ju v en ile  and 
Youth
Young Adult
Short-Term
Adult
In te rm ed ia te
Term-Adult
Long-Term
Adult
Medical Center- 
S p rin g fie ld
18
57
41
53
10
70.7388 71.8055 64.2999 20.9999 44.3888 13.6666 12.8333
69.8296 74.4612 66.2015 19.9297 46.2454 16.5437 12.6964
67.2000 74.9800 62.9600 9.8000 45.6000 16.8000 12.0000
71.6511 76.0755 67.9511 17.0244 47.7434 13.3333 12.8293
68.1545 74.4224 65.9262 17.1508 46.6036 17.6791 12.7736
70.5099 79.9500 62.7700 10.0000 48.6000 19.8000 12.4000
ON
I
